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THE IMPACT OF THE ADMINISTRATION'S 1987 
BUDGET PRGPeSAt BN CHILD NUTRITION 
PROGRAMS 



THURSDAY, FEBRUARY 27, 1986 

U.S. House OF REPiESEOT^iVESi 

Subcommittee on Elementary, Seccwdaky, 

AND V bCATIONAL EbUCAtlON. 

COMMnTEE ON EDUCATION- AND LaBOR, 

W^hihgton, DC, 

The subcommittee met^ pursuant to call, at 9:30 a.m., m room 
217^ Rayburn House Office ^ilding^ Hon. Augustus F. Hawkins 
(cliahman of the subcomMtt^ 

Members present: Representatives! Hawkins, Martinez, Owens, 
GbodUhg, Guhdersbhi Chandleri jWid Fawell. : 

Staff present: John R Jennings, counsel; June h. Harrfe, legisla- 
tive specifdist; staff present _fr^ Educatidri and 
Labor^ Mary Jane Fiske,-senior legislative^associate. 
J J3h^rman_HAW2J^ The Subcommittee on Elementary^ Second- 
ary, and Vocational Education iax^ed to order. The Ghair will vme 
tlm time tomake a_statement^ We dp expect other membera be 
present, i am very pleased to have Mr. Chandler representing the 
minority side with us this nwmmg^ the way. 

Tlie purpose of the hearing rais morning is to examine the 
iSpact oLtne adM budget j^roposal on child nutri- 

tion programs, it is dear to jne that the programs whicli will Jh^ 
ad^ess^_ t^xlay are in^ur Nation's best inters. It is ^certainly 
demonstrated by wisdom that, by exempting child nutrition pro- 

graiM^frdm the arbitraofy and counterproductive effects of the 
ranmi-Rudman-HbUings Act, the Congress intended these pro- 
grams to be protected. 

Child hutntidh programs have fdready Jbbrne a dispropdztibnate 
share of budgetary cutbacks. In the Reconciliation Act of 1981, Con- 
gre^ reduc^ fiandiiig for th^ prpgrjw^ lipercent 
of the totel cuts enactedr even though child nutrition prx)grams 
only represent one-half of 1 percent of the total FMeral budget 

According^ to ^ Con^e^ionai Budget Office report^ the cumula- 
tive effect of these cuts between fiscal year 1982 _^d 1985 was $5.2 
billion. Iteports have shown that^^ a result of these cuts, some 3 
millwiL fewer child^^ ar4_2,70C fewr scji in the 

Srograms. One-third of these children were from low-income fami- 
es. _„ 

It has been estimated that, if the Preaideht's 1987 budget propos- 
als for child nutrition is enacted, it will force approximately 10,000 

(1) 



to 15^000 schools off the Natibhstl S^hoSl Lunch Prograffi, aiid will 
^ect anywhere from 5 to 8 millioh children now participating in 
the^NMional School Lunch Program. _ __ 

Jn addition^to school JunchK I feel certain that Mr. Bode will 
"^^T^l^ J °^ nutrition programs and discuss how they 

It is very ironic that at the same time the administration pro- 
poses reductions in child nutrition programs, it is^also calling for 
nataonai excellence in education across the country. We need to 
make It unmistakably clear to the administration that, if a chUd is 
hungry, ill nourished^ and sick, there is not much motivation to do 
anythmg, let alone sit m a classroom and strive for educational ex- 
cellence. 

As we OTe^rell aware, there is^^^^^ push to reduce the Fed- 

eral d|f|crt.WhJe I support pursuing these policies which will bal- 
^1 ttie Federal budget, it must hot be done at the expense of our 

We are pleped this morning to have a number of expert wit- 
nesses present. Before asking those witnesses to testify, I would 
l^e to se? if Mr. Chandler has some expression that he wishes to 
otter at this time with respect to the subject matter of the hearing 
this mommg. 

Mr. Chandler. 

Mr. Chandler. WeU, thank you, Mr. Cheiirman. I have ho pre- 
p^ed statement. I simply would like to say that I appreciate your 
leadership m holdmg these, hearings, and to apologize to those 
present Jor^the fact that J must leave by 10 o'clock. The unfortu- 
nate fact_ of congressiOhal life is that 1 am typical in having two 
subcommittee meetings starting at 9:30, another at 10; and that's 
the reason for the sparse attendance here this morning, not a lack 
of mterest on the part of any member. 

I know that Mr. Fawell is here, and^tiiere will be Others <:bming. 
fcw ^am, thank you, Mr Cha^ I know that we are going to 
create here^aa important record that will be Useful in our delibera- 
hlre today °^ attendance should not be a concern to those 

^ OiairaianJU^NS. Thank you, Mr. Chandler. May the Chair 
also note that Mr. GoodUng, the ranking minority member, was in 
attendance earlier. Mr. Soodling is involved in budget discussions 
thra mommg witli the Bu^ He's a very strong sup- 

^ these^rograms, and he and I agreed that hfe attendance 
in the Budget Otmnaittee might help the programs i lot more per- 
haps than his bemgin attendance at this hearing. We may expect 
himj^ howeyer,^ sometime during the iouzBe of the hearing. 

Ji.^^^J^pSa^ Mt. John Bode, the Assistant Secretary for Food 
aM Nutrition Service of the LJ.S. Depaftment of Agriculture. Ac- 
com^ymg Jfr. ^e^is Mr. George Braley and Mr. Tom Sullivan, 
also from the Department. 

Mr. Bod^ we l(»k fomard to your testimony, and you may at 
ttus time ad^ess it as you deem appropriate. We do have the pre- 
pared statement. You may follow that, because it isn't extremely 
long, or deal with it as you so desire. 
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TESTIMONY OF JOHN BODE, ASSISTANT SE€REtAftY J'ORJMOIi 
AND CONSUMER SERVICES, U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 

Mr. BdDE^TTiank^dy^^ Chairman. I appreciate the opportuni- 
ty to be here this morning. We would be pleased to work closely 
with the members i)f tM cpminittee in the days ahead, as we press 
forward to meet the difficult chSlenge of providing assistance to 
those in he^ while Jbringing l^eral sp^ under control and 
thereby removing the last remaining obstacle to a future of growth 
and prosperity, in this couhti^^^ _ 

As you mentioned, Mr. Braley ^d Mr. Sullivan are with me 
here today. We're pleased to talk about the President's 1987 budget 
that is now before you. 

it is designed to accomplish four key _goals. It vnll p 
fits for those truly In need. It will provide for the national defense, 
it wfll not raise tax^^ and it will meet the $144 billion deficit 
target called for by the Gramm-Rudman-HoUings law. 

The proposed budget will protect essentia j)rog^ for low 
income familieSj^ and it wil^ 

The Pood and Nutrition Service, through State and local agen- 
cies^ admmistera a wide ra^ 

Chairman Ife^^ms. I'm not so sure that we are hearing ^ou a^ 
well Mwe_couLd._i^ those in the rear of the room able to hear the 
witness? in order for them not to lose the benefit of what _y<^^^^ 
sayingiTiCduld you pull the microphone closer, and let's see if that 
operates. 

Mn Bode, Yes> sir. I wonder if that's a little better? 

dhairman Ifewkms. Yes. I think so. Thank you. 

Mr. Bode, Tlie J^d and Nutrition Service adaainistere a number 
of programs throu^ State and local agencies. These programs are 
designai to m»it fcnily fo^ jieeds, the food nee^^ ^^f individuals 
with special nutritional requirements, and the food heeds of per- 
sons in certain institutional settings. 

Rather than reading the entire ISt, and it's a lengthy dhej of 
food assistance programs administered by the Food and Nutrition 
Service, let me just note that the programs under the jurisdiction 
of this committ^ are important but only part of our total fbod as- 
sistance efEbz*t. ______ 

For fiscal viar 1985 these programs tgtfded $18.5 billion, not in- 
cluding the dlistribution of bonus commodities which brings the pro- 
gram level tc over $20 bilUbh_._We_cuiteritl3r estimate that Federal 
expenditures will be $18.7 bfliion in iiscfld year 1986. 

In order to imprpye_ ta^eting of 
greatest need, we are proposing to discontinue subsidies to schools 
and ihstitutiohs for meals served to participants from ^aonneedy 
fatnili^ in all child jautrition programs. We cannot justify invest- 
ing scarce resource in subsidies for hpusehdlds with incomes above 
185 percent of the poverty level, projected to be $20,400 for a 
faini& of four in 1987,_They_ cu-e certainly capable of financing the 
full cmt of^their-^jWldxen'sjneEds. 

In the ChiliCaj^e Food Pr(Si^ first, we propose reintroducing 
an income eligibility trat for family day care homes in order to dis- 
continue subsidiiM_to children frbin femili^ with incomes above 
185 percent of the poverty level. Such a means test existed prior to 
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1980, and ite removal has resulted in the present dlstributibh of 
program participation, in which two-thirds of the participants come 
livS ®^ incomes greater than 185 percent of the pdver^ 

- ITiis chanre inequitable situation in which Upper 

iocome children^can Teceive free meals in hbmeSi whUe in ceiiters 
i^^'i:-"^?^ ^ basea on income eligibility. This proposal to means 
^t benefite m family day care homes will save $173 million in 
fiscal year 1987. "i^uu ui 

Q)|^isientwith this proposal, we are also progsing to discontin- 
ue suteidies for meals served to part^ from households with 
^-^^i^^^® percent^ of the poverty level in the lunch and 
breaMrat prw^rams Md^ cluld care centers. The proposals would be 
eff^ive on^y 1, 1986, m schools, and on October 1. 1986, in the 
tMd^eare Bwd P^gram, to cbii^^^ the school year in the 
l^^^Theae two proposed changes would produce more than 
?705 milhon m savings fdr^fiscal year 1987 without affecting chii- 
oren trpm lower income families. 

A farther prcgj^ would malte the Summer Food Ser^ce Pro- 
gram^ meMsuM«Jies comparable to those for free meals in the 
schMi iuncfa,^ school breakfast and ^hild ctire food Ffrograms We 
would also dwcontinue special per meal administrative rates. No 
otheivchiJcinutnlaon program jirbvides special, local administrative 
sirtsidies. MMiy^^ummer feeding programs are now operated by 
schools, winch should be able to produce summer lunch^ or school 
lunches jat the saine cost. 

We propMe to eliminate 'the NutritibiLSducation and Training 
^ro^am. Thw J5 mUjon program has served the purproe of estal^ 
lishmg nutrition education activities at tije State level: ongoing 
program resgonsibilitjr should now be assumed by States ThesI 
m^eys are used primarily to pay salaries of State peiBonnel. Yet 
States ^ receiye^tate administrative expense grants which can 
be used for that purpose. 

Of courae, that prbggaJ do^ not reflect any lack of determina- 
tion on our part for continuation of nutrition plication activiti^ 
as a wlwle. We have started several nutrition education undertak- 
m^ and are pleased with their succ^. 

the special fund for State Child Care 
Food Program audits, ^e Uniform Single Audit Act of 1984 re- 
qun^ operations^receiving arrange for oiganiza- 

tionvnde audita. This proposal would sav&^amimbn. 
f P'^^Sos^ for tM Child Nutrition Programs, 

^Pf^^^i?^^ Program we propose legislatibn to discbhtihue 
subsidies to adioob and institutibhs for milk served to students 
iroin households whose^income exceeds 130 percent of the pbverty 
ievjel. The progrfm would, of coUrae,:cbnti^^^ pay the fafcost Sf 
S lets '^^'^en fro™ families below 130 percent bf the pbv- 

_^or 1987 we ^e requesting $1.6 bilUon for the WiaProgram, $57 
md^pn above the 1986 appropriation prbvid^ by Confess. This 
fimdmg level will enable, the Department to continue to provide as- 
^tance to an average of 3 million participante each month. We 

^SELsrgms^M^4pt-§^r 
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Of colirsej tc^ay wid for several years now, at least one of eveiy 
five-babies bom in the United States is in the WIC Program. 

Wi will Jteb continue progtam manaj^e- 

ment so as to ensure the maximum retxim oh the taxpayers' in* 
y^tment. At the iF5x)d £md_ Nutrition have embarked 

upon a major program of xx)n^)uterization which we expect will 
gr^tiyiimproye the agency's ability to handle the complexities as- 
sociated^with all the food programs. 

Mr. Chair mahj in _summ^ Qurjt^tyiget proposals recognize the 
necessity to continue a strong child nutrition effort. The changes 
we have 6ff5ered_ axe egmtable^ arid apgrppriate for these times, 
when essential spending for the needy must be maintained while 
subsidies to the nohheaiy must be curtailed in order to achieve 
fiscal responsibilily. __ _ _ _ 

That concludes my statement. Of course^ I'd be pleased to answer 
any^questions. _ _ 

[The prepared statement of John W. Bode follows:] 

T^TJMONY OF John W, BbpEi^AssiOTA^ F<X)p and Consumer 

Services, U.S. Department of Agriculture 

Mr. ehainnan; £aid members of the committee^thank you fbr today's oppprt 
to present ttie adnrinistration's child nutrition jiroposfiOa ibr jBscal year 1987._ We 
woold be pleased to work closely witii membersjQf:tne_committee_ixLJ;he_da3^ ahead 
as we press with mesdsers of the committee in the daya ahead Bs:wa press forward 
to meet the difficiit challenge of providing assistance to J;hose in_need while bcmg- 
ing PedemI spending under control and thereby removing the last remaining obsta- 
cle to a future of growth and prosperity. : ::: : _ 

I am accompanied today h? George Braley; our Deputy Administrator for Special 
Nutrition ^Piogrwm and by Ilioinas SoUivan, my special nssistant. : _ 

The incident's 1987 budget is^now before you. it is deseed to accompliahLfour 
key goals: It -^1 preserve BeneHts for those truly in need; it wHL pravide. for the 
national defense; it wiU not raise tax«3; and it will meet the $144 billion deficit 
ta^(M; caUed for by the Gramm-Ru __ 

TbiB proposed bud|^t will protect essential programs fbr low-income families and 
it wiU not 4^t soo^ 

The Food iind Nutrition Service (FNS), through State and local agencies, adminisr 
tens a wide range of prc^ams vrhich provide food assistance to individuals These 
pn^ains are designed to meet family food xieeds, the food neefe of indivitoals with 
special nutritibnal requirements, and the food needs of persons in certain institu- 
tional settings. - 

- Prbg^^mfl fiuJminis ^ FNS include: The Food Stemp Program; the Puerto 
Rico Nutntibh Assistance Grant;^the National School Lunch Prc^ram; Hie School 
Breafcfast^Frc^ram; the Special ^lilk Pribram; the Child Care^ood Progiam; the 
Summer Food Service Program for Children; the Nutrition Education and Training 
Prt^ram; ^.e Si^ctel SupplementiQ^odd-Pi^^ Inftots; and Chit 

dmi; the Cbmmbdi^ Sumflementid^obd Pr(wrain; the Temporary EmergencgFood 
Afiflistahce F^rd^ramf^^ Nutrition Prbgr^ for the Elderly; and the Needy Family 
Program on Indian Reservat^^ 

For fiscal year 1985 these programs totaled $18.5 bilfidn, not including the distrir 
butibn bonus commodities. W currently estimate that Federal expenditure will 
b€h$18.7 billibn in fiflcal^ar 1986. 

order to improve tai^tiiu; of these pzt^rams to peiisdns in gr^t^ need, we 
are proposing tb discbntinue subsidies tb schbbls aiid in^tutibns for meals served to 
participfiihts fit>m nbhne^y farbilies in^ child nutriticol prt^ams: We cannot jus- 
tify investing scared resource in^subeidi^ for households with Incomes above 185 
percent of pc^ei*y— project at $20,400 for a fami^ of four in 1987. Iliey are cer- 
tainly ^panl«;bffincm(n^ ihe full cost bf their childran's meals. : i j :: 

In ^he Child Care Food Pr<^;ram we propose reintroducmg an income eligibiiity 
test fbr family day care hbm^ in order to diB?ontinue subsidies to: children from 
familiM with incomes above 185 pei'cent nf poverty: Sudi a meansitest existed prior 
tb 1980, Jiiid its remoiml has resiuted in the present distribution of program^ partici? 
patibn, in which twb-thifds of the psurticipants come from families with incomes 
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tesMI wiksssss s 

rSS Ifo otte^^S n^-f'''"'^ ^ ^"^^ special per meal admiStrS 

11,^®*?'*^^ *° *''^^«)*^^ aHd '&aiiiihg IWram (NET) 

Qf =7™ ° — ^° ^ used pnoarily to pay salariM of State beribnief Vp? 

tmp;^'""" ^""^^ adnuniXativre^as^ ^i^&S^tT^hl^ 
^f^Pi?^**^ *** elimSiate the special ftind fbr State Child CSrp Fh/iH 

Unifpi^ Single Audit^ of re^tS^ o^i^^HoS^wL^^^ 

leStotof^^.J7^ our prp^ftb^Jhe ddld Nutritibh Programs, we will prx)po6e 

fc/^ft^^^¥^*^°^^*° diSQihtihue suSfdies fc schSs 
SeS^f^^irtv T5^^r^^'^'*,?°? households whose incjme exS iTo 

thlM8^Sbb'.^„^f^"'^^J¥ fbf th^WIC Pr(gl^|57 million jbow 

Slfi^^^f fundinglivel ^ e^e t^D^ 

WlCgrants^totheh^h^SstteSI^*^ *° ^''^^^^ *eir 

thfmSS ^tom oHs»^?^**' ^'^^ P''*^ niaaagement so as to ensure 
nnfi*, /^?^^ °? the taxpayer's inv^meht At FT®, we have emhSked 

Mr fTifi,i^S^ compl^ties associated with aU the fSod 

tin^e a^^ThUd nuS^«ff^Jt^^*»f ^J*^ r^x^nue the ne^S^^ 
HOBMSrSfe fcr H;i,f ^'^'^^ Rie changes we have ofTered are equiteble and 
^^^e 8ull^Ss^^^'?^° ^ntiaTspehdihg for the ne«ly miSt^mS- 
^P^iWU^^^ """n^dy ffiast curtailed in onler to achieve filS 

thill^l^%iy^«^»«'«- 1 ^ •'^ pleased to r^pond to qu^ions from 
piairman Bkwb^. WeU^ thank you, Mr. Bode. fSrst Mr Tiode 

"^^^^ew YoiSc. Kansafl, Arkansas 
fcomsi^^ Sfeuth Carolina, Minnesota, and t^rSIriv one^re 

B^^f^°MJ^^"%'^l,^^^^ 8chooS^3^ccTfor*'SI 
at^ of New Mexico. He mdicates, as^the other letters do thaf 

^ool disimct, wouIq hkenr cicae theb- schodl Itihch pr^raii 
wito 1 year; thatas. if the ftesident's budget is applied ^ 
vof^ representing the Dep^ment. what do 

tion T^t resultrngLffom the elimination of sec- 
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Mr. Bode. I guess, Mr. Chairman, we do not have the sieime as- 
sessment of the M«3t_^^^^ 

Mexico does. J^r exaanple^ m New Mexico imder our proposal 92 
percent of the Federal aMistance that's provided now would be pro- 
vided after our propwal is enacted. 

We_ calculated the subsidies that will c<Hitmue_ to be provided to 
New Mexico, and 92 percent of the funding would continue to come 
through. That is hot surprising in light of the fact thatl5j)ercent 
pT the funding provided through the School Jbunch Program ^ is pro- 
vided for meals served to students from iniddle- and upper-income 

faSiUiei-ii 1 _ _ _ _ _ _ 

So sdioob would be foregoing a very large percentage of the Jtota^ 
F^er^ JMifitiyice they receive now to drop out of the program, in 
light of this modest reduction associated v^^h discbhtinuihg the en- 
titlement assist^ce for meals served to middle- and upper-income 
children. - - 

If I cbuld, rd like tb mention one othe^^^ 
to continue to provide to sdiools for meals served to middle- and 
upper-incosae c^dreh as weU as for lise iii the a la J^arte system, 
as is done now, bonus commodities, cheese, butter, nonfat dry milk, 
rice, and honey are bbhus (H>inmoditi©3 at tju&time^ _ ^ 

Schools are now making use ^ those commodities to the tune of 
about 9 cents per meal served. That is a cbhtimijMi foim 
assistance that would be provided after our proposal is enacted. 

ehairman Hawkins. I realize that in terms of doTlfiurSi y^^ 
yJJSLg<^- However, have you considered the effect of an increase 
in the price of a meal, even to a moderate and the higher income 
studeiit?_As_ ex^nence has_ prpyed^in the yarious States, and testi- 
mony before this committee, the impact ^eems to be that there ^ a 
distinct redli wMch^c^JbMB ^tic_ijpatod» and I'm wondering 
whether or ndt the Department is ai^icqpatrng that also. 

It seems to me that_takihgiiiito consideration comments by those 
who actually administer the programs they reSiae that, while 
philosophically it may sound good to^ say _tfiat students who cau 
afford to pE^ should pay, that the impact on the infraatructure of 
the School Lunch Program itself is adyei^ly^^affectod if 
away the paying students. I believe that one of the members of the 
committee indicated at one point: "If you teke away this leader 
from the idea, then it simply robs the district of the program for 
those who are needy." ___ _ _ ^ 

So, in effect, the result is a lowering of the number ^o^ will be 
served. IVom experiences that we've had oh this ccLmmittee 
last several yeara, those who have maintained these concepts have 
proved to have been right, and I think the XJepaiiment has^ro^^ 
to be somewhat off ite mark in terms of what actually happened. 

Now have you taken these other ideas, these other concepts, into 
consideration? __ i _ i __ 

Mr. Bode. Yes, sir. We clewly differ with the asscfflsineirt sgne 
othershaye given on the school dropout issue. As the chairman m 
well aware, I realize there are two forms of dropouts that are fre- 
guehtly discussid^OM_c^^ sch(K>ls, and that is why I alluded 
earlier to the very m^or amount of funding that would remain 
under biir proposals available for schools. 

i ill 
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Even^tfie mwt affluent schools that ar^ably would feel the 
great^t prewure to drop out would continue to receive a laree per- 
centege rf-tte Federal assistant they previously enjoyed. So 

we do^dt_^l that a school dropout would occur, 
^We're avmre there was TOme schbbl dropout after the i98i 
change I believe that there »e joaany factors that com|H5und_ that 
issue, and a few of the ladies and eentlemen who disagree with us 
on this propc»al have taken account, for example, of private school 
dropout v^ch wiM of course, when^ limitation 

5fas placed on private schools with tuitions over $1,500 a year txii- 
tion. _________ 

"^f j*?^ 5® dropout among individuals, vre_rec<^ni2e that there 
would 1^ <fcojpput_amp^^^ definition, under our pro- 

posal, smcej^he assistance for meals_ served to the middle and 
upper mcome wpiUd be d& but even assuming that the 

cost, the^25-cent reduction in itimburfemehts, would be passed 
through to those children a^ continued^ be provided, a large 
portion of ttie income would te r^torid. Revenue for the sch^l 
^^-i - ^¥ increased receipts from that 25K:ent ch^e. 

- ±^t wOTld enteit^ao^^ used by the 

American School Food Service .Association-Hldi?t think it's good to 
get mto a b^ numtera^ufl^ take th^ as an assumption 

for tke moment, lliatjeould entaU a 25-percent reduction in the 
number of time middle-_and upper-income children going through 
that^schooJ hna StiU, a fair number of those children who did not 
go through th^ i^^ likely ga throu0i the a. la carte line 

where there a assistance provided indu-ectly in the form of bonus 
commcHliti^ from the Federal Government, and also the a la carte 
^tems are^generrfly priced weU above the level of the cost for those 
toods, and a la cart^ lines— I tfiink the American School Food Serv- 
ice Association wouldagree with me^o tend to provide simiScant 
su^rt Tor the oierall scTiobl food service effbrt 

Ghairmra HA^rams. Of cburse,^ we're speculating some^rtiat or 
gainbhng_on the future as to what the inflation factor wiU be. and 
also the niimber^f cMdre^^ be in one income classifica- 

tipn pr _afigtheT. That hasn't really proven to be veiy good. Specula- 
tion itasiit helped out. _ __ _ 

is^^^ ^j^'^J*^*^ the Department has ihcorect ^timatra for 
iSbT^^would you a^^ niakihg adjustments based on the 

actual expenen^? It has been my experience inLthe_CbMress that, 
once a mistake is^Mei the c^ on^ who wiU suffer 

j^ot the pohcgraakers. Now would^ou te _williiig to admit that 
the Department has been ina<^ in its projection and that rec- 
ommendation will be made, either in a supplemental or some other 
ac^ustaent to cpr^ inaccuracies so that a mistake is hot 

Pa^fed^n to those who are suppc«ed to benefit? 
^ Mr. Bode. Mr^ C^ of course, I'd be v^ry pleased to commit 

to you that we would reassess our ^rop^als in light of any inaccu- 
fu^ ^ Pr^r^ctions. I don't want to give you the impression 
that 1 m guaranteemg the administration will do an about-face if 
we re off on wiy asbe^ of our projections. I, of course, don't have 
theauthonty to do that. But Iwduld pledge to you that I would see 
to It a reassessment would be made. 

12 
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Chalnnan HAWKms. Well, is yoiSow, we're now in conference 
with the Senate oh the nutrition biU H-R, 7. In that connectiqn, I 
notice in your statement ^n page 5 you sard that you are requ«3t- 
ihe: $1.6 billion for the WIC Pr^am. Now while that may be $57 
^ilion above the 1986 appropriation, we have, as you well know 
because you have been ih atteirfance at thdise conference meetings, 
that we nave agreed to such sums- _ : _ 

Now you wm be i«qji^tihg:^$lv6 billidn, and some individuals 
have advised me that this proposal may lead to some 30,000 chil- 
dren or persons l^ih£ eliminated from the WIC Program. Now as- 
suming that $1.6 billion will not provide for current services, as we 
understand you mcintain that it- will. Let's assume, for example, 
that it turns out that the amomit proposed will not maintsdii cur- 
rent services but will actti^y eliimnate some of the benefictEuies 
from that program. Are we to understand that acyustmehts wUl be 
made to bring it in line wth the theoretic^ concept which you 
maintain the-Department is pledged to preserve? - ^ ^ 

Mr. BoDE^ Sln Chairman^ our approach to the WIC Prog^ is— 
and tlie approach we wo^d take to other grant programs— as^u 
ma^fe aw^re>_ pur budget pro^ billion-for tha WiC 

Program is some $5 miiBon above the Congressiohsd Budget Office 
ba»BUhe_. It'i^as I_ha^^ and you have noted — $57 mil- 

Uon^above this year's fentoig leveL i „ _ 

- We_felt_ that it is an aggressive level of funding in that— m tms 
time of very tig^t budget situations, we are increasing the_ fending 
for this grant pr ogram. In light of that, that is the proposal we 
have made; and i do not foresee any adtjustmehts being recom- 
mend^ toany mddific^^^ 

It does provide for essehtiaUy a stable management of_the:pn> 
grgrr^ and I think we can-do a better job — with some stability in 
the Wie Program— of targetting assistance bh those in greatest 
need^Jhdse in the highest priority groura. 

I faiow that you share that cbhcem^ _ j _____ 

Chairm^ liAWKiNS. Well, I share that concern, but if the pro- 
gram is improved I would hope that we add.additibnal m 
from the target group who are not now being served. None of these 
programs is jserving more than a certain percentage of the persons 
who should be benefiting from the program. And while I recognize 
that some improvements, can _ be__mM 

have been made, I think over a period of time, there comes a time 
when you can't do anymore Mtji ie^ 

additional money if you intend to jncrease the program and have it 
reach other j^rsons ^hb_ would ^ from it. If it's of benefit to 
some, then it would seem to me, we have no logical or moral 

reason to say that others shotUd not benefit from it. ^ 

So we would hope that sometimes the benefits would be passed 
bh J»_btheri>_ahAtl^ program merely because some 

improvement has been made in it. __. : _ j - 

_ £^t mej_ however^ at this time, Mr.^ode, yield to some of the 
other members of the committee. Mr. Fawell. I believe that micrb- 
phbne is dead. Mi*. Fawell. _ _ _ 

Mr. Faweix. Thank you agcuh^ Mn^^^ _„ _ 

The bnly question that I wanted to put to you is^that there ap- 
pears to be some $15 billibn bf additional defense expenditures 

13 
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^^h, according to CTO,Jhe administration has ot^ in its 

pu^et. 1^ wouW worsen the excess deficits over the 

?144 bilhon targeted defidH; under Grainm-Rudi^^ 
- Have you liad a_chaau5e_to_review this matter, and is it going to 
unTOct any further in r^fard to this particular area which is the 
subjectmatter of ydUr testimony this morning? 

I'm aware there is a Washington Post story^n tihe 
matter^Congressman; but I'm afraid I have no special inlbrmation 
ajQng that hne, I would be pieced to see to it that a report is prch 
vided to you on the matfen as soon as that's possible, but since 
we re d^^ling ahit out of my area I reaEy can^ give ybu a time- 
trame. Ul get the word pasied aloi^ and urge a quick report to 
you on the matter. 
[The report follows:] 

EXTCUTiyE CSnCE OF THB PWBSIDKNT, 

Office of Management andBudgei^ 

Washington, 2X7, February iZ tS8S, 

Hon. WnuAM H^ Gray ni^ : 
^^^KV^ni CQmjniitee on fAe Budget; 
^ouse of R^resentaiive^^asbir^n, DC 

i Dbae !to.^CHAiRM^ President has asked me to res;pond to youritter con- 
cennng National Defense outlay ^imates included in the FYJ1987 Jjudffefc i can 
assure you that our^^imate of $282.2 billion for FY 1987 National Def^ outlaid 
represents our b€«t judgment at this time._ __ . ^ 

Jis you know, estimating outlayihis a veiy complex task and depends Jiot only on 
program composition and historical ouUay rates but also on a variety of factors exr 
^SP-S^^H?^ P*^^- Also, you will recall tiiat for each of Se past ^veral 
yeara, Oim act^y pvearestunated^ defense outlays— by $4 biiUon in im $10 hil- 
iion^ ^JP^v.^ ?2 bilhbh in 1985. Our currwit ^tmiat^_take_inta acc<mnt:^and 
compCTsate for the causea^f these recent overestimate. Mcreover,^weJbavejx>nsid. 
oMfLthe ^fect of the contmuing growth in the economy that could shift i»niorate 
attenUonftoffl defense to nbh^lefense orders, the f^ble delays in deUveriSthat 
nugt Jesuit from prooarement reforms instituted by the Administration.andLl^is- 
late<L ^ Q>^re^^d pdssiWe delays and uncertainties associated wiih the Bal- 
ancelAidg^ andEmeigency Deficit Gbhtrbl Art (Granun-Rudman-HdlinOTi _ i 
_ Afl a J)enchfflark, it should be noted that the budget ^timates of defense oMay 
mt^are MBistent with those assianed in the 1986Budget R^lution approved^ 
g)nereM.lii fact, to ratoj^asstimed^ih the budget are somewrhat higher than thoS 
1QQ7 ^u*^ R^lutipn out^r level for^FY 

45tti/_ was ^^-^MHion-^ bilhbh m«^ than our current estimate. This assumed. 
ferSif;"^ ^^^^^^^^P^ $302.4 billion and a FY 1987 level of 

$m4_bdhDn.La^:fiffial FY 1986 level, after Cbngressionfd ^ion and the 1986 
(hBmm-Ri«iman.ft)^gs sequ^»i^ is only $286.1 mion. or $16.8 billion 1^ than 
^^^^'^J'cS!^ and _iJie proposed FY 1987 level ia $320^t)imon. or $3.1 billion less. 

|^e_^19|7^utlay: i«iurt FY 1986 and FY 1987 budget 

|iv^s6l^^^*^^f^^°Sl^ billion. Based on these cbhsiderationi alone^ our 
p: 1987 jjutlav estiMto w $5 biUibh lower than the $282.2 billion 

"giwe contamed in.the^rMdent*s bu _ __ 1 

iq^Jo^^^'*^^^®'^*^u*l^ CbM^ional Budget Mfiei (GBO) ^timat^ of 
1987 defense outlaya jure J?14j7 -bdlion %her than thoee of the^ Administration. I 
have not yet r^^i^^thei^^ analysis, nor, of course, have I had a chance to 
^ew It. Thafe m viewLofithe mforaation contained jibbve CBO would provide such 
S^"?5f^ cpmw something aaa surorise in view of their raising hcMiuestibhs about 
A^g^ 19^-^^7P)° August (e.f.. CTO. the Eobndmic and Budget OuUdbk; 

1 certainly agree with^u ihaL we jnust use realistic and^veh conservative Esti- 
mates^ our budget planmng. _^peciaUy m view of Gramm-Rudman-Hbllings. I be^ 
lieve that we have done so to the beat of our judraent. 
Smcerely yours. 

Jai^ C. Mni^ in. Director. 

. Mr. FAWEEt. M right. Obviously, you dbn't find $15 billion more 
to cut too easily, as we well know. We're cutting to tiie bone, as I'm 
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sure you wiU agree also. itVdifficidtJbr everybody, and I recognize 
it's mc^t diiBcult fOT labgiLUnder these circumstances. 

Mr. Bode. An-mipleasant surprise. 
_ 1^. FAwiaj^ on the 

suj^ect. Tm sure the entire committee would. 

TOankyoUi Mr. Ch airman. T hat's all. 

Chairmm HAWKiire. Mr. Martinez. _ 

Mr.JHLARTiN^^ Mr. Chsdiman, 

except an observation, you know. And it seems that the root of the 
prpblem is_ perc^ tion^ the percg^tidn that cerfein people in the Ad- 
ministration have of viHhat actually is happening but there^ with 
th^.mgneys. I JJiink the dii it^ and tiiat is the 

fact that none of these programs have really reached everybody 
they _co^d_ or should jre^^^ that are truly needy. It's that percep- 
tion of ^o the tnfly needy are. 

Tou know, by^guifs and statistics that the departments are 
able to come up with, they project a certain need. Well, that need 
extends_pa'_l:^<gidjthp^ fi^^ectiqns t they make. That need, if 
you want to go down and really examine the problem at the grass- 
rTOte Jevel^ydu*ll_to<^^ a small per- 
centage of the people that really need to be reached. 
^ We ne^ to expand thei^ funds^ not cut them. Then the basic 
perception ttet we're cutting all these because of a need to be aus- 
Srp_at a time when have a great budget defieit. But we don't 
need to be austere when it comi^ to defense spending, iihder some 
perceiyai notion Jhat we have to match weapon for weapon ^md 
s^tem for system eveiything the Russians do, r^ardless of how 
superior ours are. And it's a perception of what we really need and 
how big that threat is, and what are the priorities. _ j 

You know, we have— last night in President Rea^n's messE^e, 
he talked about the need to understand this tremeiid<>us_ threat 
from the Soviets and how they, at the cost of their own |)eople, are 
spending billions of dollars in defense. Well, I don't think even^e 
sa^ that about Ru^ia, and he doesn't realize we^e doing exactty 
the same thing here. At the cost of bur own pepplei_ahd_ ti^^ 
people suffering, we're expending billions of dc^^ for defense; 
and as Mr. Fawell hM just mentioned^ we're, hb^ even_making^>od 
projections about that, when we can't project what is actually 
spent over there. l _ j _ _^ i _ :_ : 

The other fact is that oyer there there exists a $46 btiiicm slush 
fund that grows and grows and grows and has beeii growing. I say, 
take that pO billion slush fcnd and provide that money for thesjB 
programs. jPedple_ in th^e depaitmehts need talk tp_the Presi- 
dent about that and explain to^him that these t)ro^ams are not 
re^y re^hing enbu&h of ttiej^e^le right now. Cutting them ta^ 
to readb even less is as disastrous as wnei he accuses the Russians 
of doing, f Applause.3 _ 

£3iairman tiKWKms. Mr. Martinez, you must have brought your 
group with you^_ 

Mr. Gtmderson. _ : _ i 

Mr. Gui^ERSON. Thank you, Mr. Chaiiman. For a minute here, i 
thought I was in the wrong committee. I didn't know this was the 
Aitned Services Committee and we were looking at the defense 
budget. 
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4.u^^^J^ ^^^^^^^^'^^ ^^^^^^^ of questions oit your proposals In 
t^e budget. First of ali^ can you give me some idea of the number 
of ^hools that are involved in the Special Milk Program across the 
country? _ 

Mr. Bode, In the Milk Pro-am? 

Mr. GuNDERSON. Special Milk Program. 

Mr. Bode. We have the number, and we're digging it out, sir. 

Mr. Gum)£RspN. I was going to say, and 

Mr. Bode. 5,6dd schools, sir. 

Mr. GtJra>ERSON. 600 sciiools? 

Mr. Bode. 5,600. 

_ G^OTEBSON. Are m(wt of these schools using that program 
only for their kmdej^a^ 

_ Mr.^BdbE. Sir, we do not have it broken put by grade level. We 
don t have jffiat information. Of course, we're always in a balancing 
adb m terms of how much infomatioh we require States and 
^hpp^ (^provide while minimizing the papemqrk,__we subgect 
them to. This is one qfjffiqse situations where we did not anticipate 
^'°^Ti^T i^rmation, didn't coll^ it by grade level. 
^ All I can teU you is there are 5,600 schools, and not the grade 
level. _ _ _ 

, Mr. GuNDERSON. Well, I tHnk it's a f^ly significant ^int to de- 
tenmne wl^ you're talking about, in essence cutting out the pro- 
gram with $11.7 miHion in savmgs. 

; My imders^ correct me if i'm vpro^— is that the spe- 

cial jnilk real^ goea to tw^j types of students. It gb^ to the student 
at the brp^ bag school that doesn't have a hot lunch program. It 
provides some kmd of beverage for them, but it also goes to kinder- 
garten students who do not participate in ischodl lunch prograins^ 
t^use^ ^ey're m mon^ or afternoon split sessions but not 
there all day. Is that correct? 

Mr. Bt^^^^ Df couiie, those^-refemng to the 

second c^:^ory, the schools have HexibUity in scheduling lunch pe- 
riods, and those children could be receiving lunches. 

Mr. GuNDERSON. Well— 

Mr. BopE. Or breakf^t, for example. 

^ Mr. GimDEHSON^ very rational, to IStvB lunch at 10 

o^ock m the ^morning just so you can^et the kindergarten kids 
into a jchool lunch program. I mean, most ^ your kindergarten 
progranaa are either niorning or afternoon. Th^ come in on the 
bu^^and the^r leave around 11 or 11:15, or they come in at 
1 or 1:30 and^leave on the afterhbon bus. 

Mr, Bode. I gu^ I was tlrinking more in terms pfan 11:30 lunch 

\f i^raing group, on a half session, Gongr^man. 
_ Mr. Gukderson. I'd appreciate it if you pec^le could do some 
S*»^eilly- who are or are not the recipients of this Spe- 
cial Milk Program, because I think it's going to be very difficult to 
justuj^ this kind o^^ a cut, if I underatmid ^orrectiy who the target- 
ted group IS who would receive the benefits of that at the present 
time, 

Mr. Bode. Yes, sir. 
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Special Milk Program and Kindkkgsrtkn Participation 

.During: fi«»l year 1986, nearly 167 millibn haif ^iats of 4mlk were carved to chil- 
dren jparticipatin&in the Special Milk Pn^ram iSMP). Of that number,^ X59.7^mil- 
Hon: half ^ini were_TOrved to payi^ There are currently 5,413 schdols 

participating in ihe^rogi^um natio^^ ^ ^ ^ 

: We are able:taQbtaui.kindergarten datajgr^ States. Some of those States report 
having botii public andipiivatelj^ ruEL kbdergaitens,_whne Stat^ 
have one or to otiier. in the ltStatM_wJbi5hjeportedj)ubUc^l^^ 
are a total of 448 public schools participating in the SMP, of which 361 schools (80.6 
percent) include kindergarten classes: „ -- ^ . i i , 

Private kindei|^*teiis iue reported in 25 of the 28 SUtes^We. received, a total 
TOiiht ofl,413 private schools: Of that number, 1,074 (76 percent) include kindergar- 
ten classes. - _ _ __i __ 

Most kindeifartehs are p^ of a raider School operation, usually an elementary 
schcK)l. Although we do no t have spcxafic^infomiation o& each school, we believe that 
kidnergartners have the same access to SMP milk as older children: 

Mr. GuNDrasoN. I would facetiously tell ybu that my fiEumers 
would say we ought to tak the Consumer Education Program 
people and put them on to Gfiffi or HSDA if th^ want to cut out 
the School Milk Program; but I won't be all that serious on that 
issue. 

Let's get into the m^or CJhild Nutrition ^p^a^ our 
&hcK)l Lunch^^^ We have a cash subsidy of about 12% 

cents, fa that correct? 

Mr. Bode, Yes^ sir. __ ^ 

Mr. SuNBERSON. And a commodity subsidy of 11% cents? 

Mr. BoDE._l^> sir. _ . r 

Mr. -GuNDKisoN. And yoa are proposing eliminating both of 
thoie for students a!^ a certain percent level income? 

Mr. Bode. Yes, sir^ -- 

Mr. GuNDERSbN. HaveiQU done studies to detertnine the percent 
of students who- participate fax a school lunch program who would 
b^ abbv^ the 185-perceht level? ! jmeari^ take a tsrpical school lunch 
program in a. tp^ical school district— — ~_ 

Mr. Bode. It's approximately 50 percent, sir,_hatipnwide. 

Mr. GuNDERSON. Fifty percent of the students who would be 
above the 185-percent level? i : ______ _ 

Mr. Bode. Fifty percent 45f the children eating national school 
tench, participating in the School Lunch Program^ ar e that cate- 
gory. Tile median &iuly income for a family of four is over $37,000 
for 

Mr. GuNDKiTON^ That's not my district. 

Mr. BoBE. For th<»e with children aged 5 through 17 ^d income 
Swve ISS percent of the poverty level. So that's the^oup we're 
trfHng about. There the median income is $37,000. It's over 
$37^000. _ ^_ _ _^ 

Mr. Gundctson. John, I'm not totally critical of yoUi because I 
understand the bud^t pr<x^ss around here, and I understand who 
makis and doesn't make decisions. Gbming from the^ Commit- 
tee, I thinkypu_pe<Sle_at Ua^^ uiifainy beaten 4ip sometim^ 
fbr decisions that you didn't msie. But don't you reahsticfdly have 
to say thati if ybircutjg^ the subsidy for 50 percent of the students 
in our hot lunch programs that thars going to have a drastic effect 
on the viabili^ of those &hTOl_Limch Programs? 

Mr. Bode. Sir, if— [Applause.] 
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^Mr. Bode. Despite^ what some of the vested interests think, I 
thmk there woiUd significant effect, but I do not agree with 
some of the prx>jections that have been made._^ _haye a very 
strong lewl ofj^^ that we wouid be continuing in 

the form of entitlements. That very strong assistance^ for example, 
for a school that had 80 percent of its students in the paid catego- 

, So we're talMng aMut a relatively affluent area. Our figures 
show that this school will continue to receive 86 grcent of Jts cur- 
rent income tj^^ care and commodity assistance 
and student s payments, lliis school wotdd retain 66^rcent of the 
proj^ted 1987 level irfFMeral cash and commodity assistance. 

I tmnk that's a significant lev«l of assistance that wpiild con- 
tinued. Furthenhdre^the reductions would be targetted in an area 
where it would be affecting households that would b^t able to 
provide a greater level of support for the meals served to their chil- 
dren. 

_ I don't think it's appr^nate that our children should be looking 
doM^ the road at the consequences of the budget deficits when my 
child, for example, wouid be getting: subsidized Itmch^. I believe, 
personally as weU as officiatij^ that it's appropriate that we tighten 
our Jbelt in this manner. 

GuNDERSQN. Well^ I mean, I have^no false illusions about the 
challenges that face Us in this budget. I was told yesterday, if you 
lUst keep defense at its present level or with an mflatidn growth^ 
no real growth in defense spending, ^6u are still going to have to 
come up with something like $2 to $4 billion in savings in the edu- 
cation area. 

J think we have to look at tins progi'am with close scrutiny. Yet I 
have to-tell you that I think jrour propel does go way too far. I 
^ean^ think it would mean tfae demise of many of our School 
Lunch Programs, I think, in my own school districts. What you are 
going _to_dp_ with those students is you-^e going to send them 
doTOitowttta the bakery to have a can of C!bke aha a donut, and I 
dpnltoink tha^^^^^ ou^ to go in terms of our nutrition 

progranm in this countiy through our TO 

I^t me_get ^^^^ I think. I talk to my school nutrition people, 
as Ltalk to my administratore. You've gpt_tihis 12y2-cent cash subsi- 
dy. You vea^^ 11%-cent copamodity subsidy. You've got 
the commo dities , for the mmt part, John. Why are you proposme 
to^tthem— — I' *- o 

_ Mr. Bode. No, sir; Fjn sony. May I say a little more about that, 
te^use I apparentii have aidw<^ a misimpression to develop, or 
I ve given, a wrong impr^ion. 

_ U%.cerrt cdmmbditi^ that we're referring to here are the 
so-called section 32 commoditi^ almost exclusively. They are enti- 
tlement commodities. TOat do^ hot include tSe cheese, butte^-^ 
^nftt diy milk, the bonus commodities. So we're tledking about 
^^'^^^^^^^ grojips o 

i_555g ehtitlemeht commodities are, generally speaking, acquired 
specifically for use in this fqrm._ What we do, as you know,^ is we 
tjy tpl make purchases that are timed in a marniea- that will be of 
gre^;©gt assistance to farmers, and _buycommo^ off depressed 
markets. That's meat, poultry, fruits, and vegetables, almost exclu- 
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sively; help the farmera and then pick up a bai^aih for the School 
Lunch Program. __ 

in addition to that entitlement commodity assistcuicc, we JrQ>^^ 
a]teui? J^nts a me^ on average m the form of bonus commodSties, 
the cheese^ butter, nonfat dry milk. That woiUd be contihu^^^ 
w^I thinks would continue to provide a significant level of Feder- 
al assistance. _ __ _j 

As ybu know so well because of your leaderahip m the dairy 
area, our atockpil<^ are laii^e there* and that ass 
tinued, not qnly for use in the regular SchoolJiunch Program but 
weVe encouraged scliobls to use it in other Jpnns o£ jSchcoLf<><^ 
service like the ala carte Ime. And Jhat is how it nan faidrrectly 
provide a significant level of cbhtihued assistrace for school lunch. 

I realize it's a little involved. Could i do a better job of explaining 
it. _ ^ 

Mr. GuNDERSON. Well, I understrad where you're commg from, 
hxit the fact is that the conroodity assista^ 

School Lunch Program is so valuab^e^ becnuse^ frankly, they can't 
got that amount of commocUty for that Mme_ amount of money 
back at a local small school JSstrict. What we need to do here, ev- 
efylxKiy in the room on botlL sidp of this issue— we ne«d to ^ find 
some reasonable ways to keep theJSchool Lunch Program a viable 
prbgrcm and stiU d^l wtthjS^ 

I won't support cutting the commodities st all. We may have to 
reduce the c^h sul^idjr a i^^^ I'll be honest about that 

Butwe^can't^mt the commodity subsidy. 

Mr. BbDE. Mr. Gundersohi we are proposing in our protNDsal a xe- 
scheduling of the reimbursement. So t level of commodity assist- 
ance that^ prg>aded would maintained, but the cojai- 
modity assistance for meals served to the middle and upper inome 
students woiUd nbt^a^Mter jsercentage of the asststssmce provide 
ed for the students from fannUes with income below 185 percent of 
the jwyerty Jevel would be Jn the form of entltlement commod^y. 

So the mix would be changed, so the overall level of commodity 
assistance jv^Uld be maintained, speaking of entitlement commod- 
ities at tins foint. ^ 

__Mr_. GuNDERgm. One filial question. I appreciate your mdm- 
gence, Mr. Qiairman; i _ _ 

M a result of the farm bill and the whole herd buy-out program, 
in the dairy area, which is paid for by deityi f&mcLra J wpiUd 
put, through iEissessments^we will have the Govermnent purchas- 
ing 4(1D miUion pounds of red meat dimng the next 18 months, 
from April 1 of tUs year tln-ough October 198^^^ 

That^ 400 millidh pounds of _additibnal_red_meat that the Gov- 
ernment wiU buy. The intent is to use ttet in our nutrition pro- 
grams and ih_ our miUtary fe^Ung^ Have made^ any 
plans at this point in time m to how you wnl use tnat additional 
red meat which vidU be pure, las^ for you, frfmkly, by the dairy 
farmers of this-country in distribution flu;ro^ the cduhtiy? 

Mr. Bode. Well. Mr. Guiidersdn, we have been wcsrkmg on that 
It presents a difficult problem for iis in terms of tj^dng: tojnafi^e 
thejLurchas(p_in a manner that limits the budget esuxMSure while 
at the same time does not meJce a meas of our commodity purchase 
and distribution activities for the lunch program. 
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« **o?"^®^Z°^ fcn* jfrom sec- 

"-^td* iOT^^i r^?ular and emergeticnr purchases as well as com- 
inodity craM corpomtlon funding. Wre tiyii^ to work througb 
the means of accx^mplishing tfiat; ^ 

I would be pleased to provide^du a riS>rt just as soon as Sfet is 
settled. I ye been wprkii% with Dan AmBtutz,^ur Under Secretary, 
as weH m Atan the Acting^ Assistant Secretary for Market- 

mg and Inspwtion J^rvia^^ since their agencira are also directly 
mvolved m this^ and we'll be meeting again on it very soon 

I m eager to get it straightened out quicHy, since that all needs 
to be done. 

[The information follows:] 

Department of Aoric^turb, 

« >, -— Wamtngton, Da 

rton. Steve Gmmmtgoy^ __ 

House of Representatives, mtsfun^n, DC, 

Ad^Si P^^S^S"*^^^ IMpftiSe Pood &airi^ Act of 1985 (Avoidance of 
^rerro Epecte pf ^Prpducfaon Porfcand Lamb 

^^^"^"^ J^J^-^^SJ^^"^^^ Agricultaii (U^Sa) to pur- 

dom^st^outiets and the remamder tJbroughJoreign outlete .^e ia inte^d- 

Sfi^ ^^v^^,^^ of _r^ me|t _cajiaed b^^ 

gram. The law ^pulate t^^ eo ndrSial 

^^^^i^^J^h ^^^ ^t raiu(«: nonnal pundbaaee of 5ectioii 32 csommoditi^ 
AmX^Mi^r i^tP""^ must occur in a IS-month period betw«.n 

f^^^J^S^ 32JuncL3,^M^ other 

toi^a^bleTor coDM nutritioji iF^^ as w^H as S 

m)^^^Cbrporation (OOQ) funds, be used to purcha.., ie products for dom» 

•ae 260 ^fflw^POund^ac^^ <»us^ a tremeiidousJnCTeaaejtttiie vcdume 

Agricultural M?irketing.Service Jias dteter^ 
mmed tiiat US^ wculd normafikr purchase 125-145 miliion^mdai per year Ktv^ 
S^i'^'^'^^^H^^^^^^?^^ ^ based_on the historiS™iS&^§ S 
weU as fxpe^ school requirements. proj«rted increase in maritet Dri<3ffl:and de- 
Ji^Wsuoph^ Exclusive of the termination prciraij, TMb ^Ses iit 

J^^®5"°^.^^^^^' thetJdba Bill and theji^jto replace a 
laree quant^ of^rec^ed beef 

P^iu ™^ ptirchas^ using COG fiinds. In this wan planniHl mir- 

wm^„^K*^''i^™'^^.^ ^ <Kinipted. Starting in April, ffie^^^to^ 
^^^•^^ q^titi^ of canned aad frozen Sid b^f . SubeeqSSi^ 
tio^ additional red meat pjpdducts will be determinwL baised on ^ket cSdi- 

^^^^ interest in the maauageineht of these important actiWtiM. 

. ^ _ ^ - - John W. Bode, 

m. GuOTraTON. We n^ in place By the first of 

program. So, yes, Yd be interested in seeing that 
Thank you^Mr. Chairman. 
Oijiuman HA i^^ Thank you, Mr. Gundereon. 
Mr. Q^ens. _ 

_]Vlr. I h^e just one question, Mr. Bode. That is, I'm cer^ 

t^Liniy m favor of greater use of cdmmoditiM J» imprdve the quality 
ot tne program Mid inCT€^ the number of youngsters that can be 
ierye^j but I have problems with the haste with which we are con- 
templatmg great cash savin^ M a r(Mult of more commoditi^. 
_ _ ilaye ^u made an asserament of what it wiU mean tb ^j^um re- 
cetvmg the greater number^ amounts, of commodities in terms of 
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jstbrage space and thej^ s^unt^ D^^ 

streamlined, computerized^inventory control system whereby your 
Department will guarantee that the_ delivery to the^^ 
gjing to be done on a basis which would not create a greater need 
for more storage space and create tremendo security problems? 
_Mr._BoDE. Qingi^man, I appreciate your concern. We have 
viewed the local storage iss ^ as, to a large extent^^ one of school 
ne^ing tolMMsfiace to stc^-e foodr^hether the food isjrom com- 
modity channels or other channels. We appreciate the need for sen- 
sitivi^ in _deaHn^Mth schools so that they don't get the year's 
supply of ground beef at one point and another commodity at an- 
other time. __ __ -__ _ 

What we're trjdng to do in addressing that problem — ^and I ap- 
preciate your sensiti^dty te that fy^^ point^in the p 
vide increased technical assistance to ^tates as well as IbcsQ 
schools. We've had a very aggressive j|ffprt_ u^ 
regarf. That is in p^ why we have tripled, over^ the IbbI several 
years, the value of bonus commodities that's being used, by in- 
crea^d technical as^ __ . -j 

Jt has helped cut the cost of handling coinm6ditieSi_s^^ 
those actijdties somewhat, and helped schools make better use of 
donated foods. _ _ : 

I realize that_ we need te do more in managing the-commodity 
activities. Tliere are further improvements to make. We've been 
pleased to work with the American &;hopl Food Service Associa- 
tion in that regard. They're not shy in providing us some sugges- 
tions, as I wouldn't want them to be. So I think we've come a good 

ways. _ _ _ 

It caiiL be managed, and further progreM ca^ 

Mr. Owens. You're saying that you think you're on top of the 
problem, that you how have a technical assistance program in 
place which is taking care of this problem? 

Mr. Bode. Our technical assisttuice program has beeh in plaMfw 
Oitlple of ye|OT npw^^e intend to continue that technical assist- 
ance. More progress can made. _ __ __ 

The schools that_ would by tiie change in tiie 

mix of commodities in the reimbursement are thc«Be scliopls with 
the lowest percentage ot paid Jtude^^ Those schools^t present r-e- 
ceive-^f x^Durse, jiationafiy about 20 percieht of the Federal assist- 
ance that's provided m the SchTOl LUnch Prdjgra^ is in the form of 
entitlement commodities^ Those schoofa receive a little over 8 per- 
cent of their assistance. Federal assistance, iii the form of commod- 
ities. 

So w€5 feel that, even though ijLwould_me^ 
level, those with no paid studente^ a si^ificait increase in the en- 
titlement commodities they receive, there still would be a very 
manageable mix, 

Mr. Owens. Thank you. No further questibnSi Mr. Chaiiman. 

Chairman Hawkins. Well, Mr. Bode, we certainly appreciate 
this. May 1 direct your attention to that chjui oyer th^^ 
pax^ thkt for all of the executive departments ^^en they come 
before this committee, because they seem to be greatly concerned 
with the budget deficit, as all of us really are. 
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^ You did use ^ phrase that all of us should tighten our belts. So 
based on that, I would just snnply like to show you that that chart 
reprints the actual outlays in 1981i which is the pie up above, 
an^ the reconunendations made in 1987 which is the pie down 
below. - - _____ ^ 

i.f^ ?St>.^ somej3f the pr^^rams that we are talkihg about 
toe mC ai^ repr^^^ in the slice which is the purple colored 
Shce up m 1981 up above, lliat was slightly a l^er slice than the 
defeMe^ It was actually 25 percent, compared with the 23-percent 
shce for defense. _ 

Dd\ra MpWi^m slice for i£e nondefense,^ discretionary 

programs tas been shrinking, and it's muchjmaller than the green 
slice for defense which is aboire. As a matter of fact, that green 
shce ffi es^andmg rather rapidly. 

_Ngw you asked us to tighten our bdt, to make sure that we teU 
the poor people in this cdimtry, the children and others, to ti^rten 
their belts. But you can jsee it isn't helping reduce deficits^ What 
it 8 domg is just simply traasfemng this money to that bk sfice, 
the green defense slice, wfiidi is growing. 

Sqwe're^not„^qm^ and other executive oSi- 

gers— I imderstand you are not really sifeaking^immmily^ the 
&cretary— but we hc^ that you catch the iMsence of what that is 
all about,^ th^ we're not reducing the deficit_by_cutting these pro- 
grams out. W^t we are simply doing is transferring the money to 
weapons and other defense items. 

^ I would think from that we might catch some sort of a morale 
builder m ^ome of these departments, not to come before this com- 
mittee ^ try to persuade us to recommend that these programs 
be cut, \^en we're really not acxbmplishihg what you say some- 
tirn^ w€ are accomplishing, We're merely cutting— we should in- 
steadtfamk jn terms of luiinaii values^ the number of children, the 
number of famili^, the number of people, that are being dropped 
every time we advocate one of th^ cuts. 

„_It's jipt intended as a lecture, but I just wanted to use that chart 
sm^ ^^ff-^P^'^^^^ I thought it should be used. [Applause.] 

Mr. Bode. Mr, Gfcairman^ I assure you, the Pi^ident's budget 
submi^on which anticipate a $144 biUion budget deficit a signifi- 
cant reduction in the size of 45ur deficit is a wry sincere effort to 
redtace the sizfe om We've been determined to do that. 

Of course, as you know so well^ we were facedwith a serious re- 
cession shortly, after Reagan took office, and that re- 
qmred some strong action^not only iis the level of assistance pro- 
vided in free school lunches and the change that made in oxir an- 
ticipated cost in the School Lunch Program^ for example, but in 
many other programs as well. 

^For the very point that you are making, jwe have proposed that 
Che rMuetions be made in a manner that would not be-hitting at 
low-mcome people, and we are pleased -ttiat the level of Federal as- 
sistence m the h^ program, for example, has increased in real 
dollar terms faster than the rate of inflation during this adminis- 
tration—— _ _ 

Oiairaan Hawkins. But not faster tham defeMe,M Bode. 

Mr. Bode [continuing]. For meals served to low-income children. 
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Chaimaan Hawkins. Not^nearly as fest. We're not asking for an- 
otfier $50 billion, as the President cUd last nighk.f^^ pro- 
grams. We're simply saying, if you can maintain tfaem at the cur- 
rent level and if we can make some savings^ show y^^^ to ml^e 
some sawi^j^J^e w^ted the saving to go to the ones on the pro- 
gram that are being dropped. We don't want thM money to be 
transferred tip above to one of those big slices. Tliat's all we're 
s^ing^ ---- -- ----- 

It seems to ine that'sjvei^ insasdnab^^ I m the most conservative 
member on this committee, i think I'm only asking you to do what 
I think is conimoh sense, j'm-nqt ey^ saying that it's more moral 
to do it. I'm simply saying it's more cost-effective. I think it makes 
good, cbmiadh sense; and I think, this cdnmitt»e^^h 
tho&e principles. I would hope some of the departments do the 
same thing. : ^ - 

While you are trying to help reduce the deficit, Gap Wember^er 
is in the GEtbinet and over across the river there in the Pentagon 
asking for billions of ^ollaiis, and he's succeeding. 

Mr. Bode; Well, ehairman, I think Cap is trying to g^ a per- 
centage of the Ftderal s^ndi^^ up^ Of cr>urse, you know in 1985 
defeiwe spending— i think your chart reflects it the percentage of 
1985 Federal sending that wp in defense was about 26 percent. In 
19li it was 41 percent, ia 1965 it wra 42 percent. ^ _ 

What we're t^dng to do is— in the qvsraU objectiv is to provide 
for security through a defense system that's soimd. 

Chairmah EUwbSns. /W^^^ we recognize th^ 
Crease in defense spending in that period of time has been 700 per- 
cent greater than the increase in ahy_of_the oth^r programs that 
we may call nondefense programs. I think that is rather sighiil- 
cant. _ _ : J J 

Well, Mr. Gunderaon is right in saying that— we're not here to 
discuss defense, but we just hope that we cah cohyin^e 
some of the views on this committee are worth considermg, and we 
hope that we can woi^ with you to reach a much more favorable 
cbhclusidn than wfeit we have done in the past. _ ._ _ 

Mr. Bode. I appreciate that. And, Gbi^essman, we do appreciate 
the di^Ngtimi^ to testi§^ before this committee. 

Chairman Hawko^s. WeH, thmk you very much. _ _ 

The next mtnesiei w^ consMt of a panel: Mra. Gene White, 
chairman — or chairperson^ £ guess i should say~Gommittee dh Jp^ 
v<^tigatiye Md PubUci^ the American School Food Se^ 

Association. She is accompanieiby Ms. Sharon Gibson, president of 
the American &h<)prF<^_Sfe]rvice_A^^ Mr. Ed Cooney, the 

acting executive ^director of the Food Research and Action Centerj 
and Mr. Charlie Hughes^ president of Ixx^l 372, board of^ucation 
employees. District CouncU 37, the city of New Yoric, and also rep- 
resenting the American Federation of Stated County and Municipal 
Employees. - - ^ i. 

Ladies and gentlemeh,^^ we certainly welcom e y bii before the cqm- 
mittee this morning. You've heard the teatnnony of the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture, and perhaps all of us have gained something 
from that testimony. We look forward to hearing from you. We will 
call on Kb. White first to present her views. 
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May i ask the t^nesseswho have voluminous prepared state- 
ments to ^ly to summarke them; The statements p they have been 
presented to us in these_dbciimehts will be entered in the record 
iust the s^e as if they were actually prer^nted^ but sometimes we 
ran make better use of bur tirne if we leave some time for question- 
mg at the end^ of the opening statements of the witness^. Ms. 
Wnite, we re pleased to recognize you. 

TESfiMbNY OF GENE WHITE, CHillRMAN, LEGISI^lYEL ^AND 
PUBUCPOXieY eOMMilTEE, AMERICAN SCHOOL FOOD SERV- 
ICE ASSOCIATION 

. Ms. WiHTE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Membera of the cominit- 
tee. _ 

I am Gene White, chairman of the l^islative and Public Policy 
Committee of the American School Food Service Association, 
^^^^amnan Hawkins. Ms. White, we are having difficulty hearing 

Whtte^I was identi^dng myself. Is that better now? 

Ctoainnan EUwkiNS> Yes. 
_ Ms. White. Gene White^chairman of the L^lative and Public 
pligr Committee of the American School Food Service Api^ciatipn. 
M^^^r^e^tiy I was direi^r of child nutrition and the commodity 
distribution programs for the Caiifomia State Deparlmeht of Edu- 
cation. __ _ 

pfore pix)ceeding further, i would like to introduce ShiaNoh 
t^ibson, president of the American School Food Service Association. 
^Myori suggested, Mr. Qiairman, I'm going to highlight the testis 
mony^ knowing that j^bu have the full text in your packet. Aiso^ for 
the records we would like to jsubmit nine letters from State agen- 
cies identifying the impact of the proposed cuts on child nutrition 
programs m those States. 

_QimimBn HAWraNS^ Without ol](jectidh, the lettera referred to 
will be entered in the record, 
ftfa. WfflTE. Thank yb^^ 

Like all Americrat?, we^e deeply concerned about the defic^^^ 
^^^^^^^tmt it im^ for this country to acquire a^l 

tr^on deficit^ and we^e very xionceraed, as others are,^alwu_t the 
fect^tlmt m titee _la^^ 5 years this deficit has triiaed— doubled at 
least to $2 trillion. 

We know that the deficit dws present ah bver^elmlng chal- 
irage for the social programs as weU^ many bther^r^ania We 
^ have great empathy for^bu ahd Members of Congress who co-e 
strug^ing to deal wifJ^this question. 

^ We feel it is incumj^nt bh_all of us who support Hie Federal pro- 
grams,- particularly the social programs, ta speak dtit Until such 
time as the deficit is addressed in a responsible manner. Vhat, par- 
ticuJarlyxis what we want to trfk about today. 

Woodrow Wilson at bne time said that no one can worsMp God 
or love his neighbor on an empty stomach. We would like to 
expand that just a little fiarther tb s^ that no cTiild can grow phys- 
ically or mentallv oh an empty stoma 

<^ ^^l?nnS°^. I^W# *^ade_feLthe _administr^^^^ eiiSinate 
from 10,000 to 15,000 schools and 5 to 8 million chUdren fi-bm the 
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Natibnai School Ltmcli Program. When a school drops out of the 
Natwnal School lAinch Program, all children including those who 
are mc»t needy and who are recei\dng the free and reduced price 
meals wiU lose access to that meal p^^^ 

Now this is the precise point at which we would differ from the 
adbtninistratidn's inten>retatidn of the effect of the cuts-on the chil- 
dren of the Nation. We go back to the year 1981 when Dayid_ Stock- 
man said there would be no dropout of schools and no Jropoutof 
cliildren. As you noted in your opening 3tateraenfc_ 2,000 _tb_ 3,000 
schools have dropped out, and 3 xnillion children have dropped out 
of the program. _ _ _ _ 

We believe that these new cuts, as proposed, wiU have an even 
more disastrous effect on school dropouts find bn childre^^^^ 

The Library of Congress study provided last year to this commit- 
tee iDdicated that over 44^000 schools g^erved 60 percent 
meate^ to children with family income above 185 percent of the pov- 
erty Uhe. In other wbrdij, these ai e chLUdr3h inJte 
goiy. We believe that all 44,006 of these schoob must b^ viewed as 
being at risk from dropping but of the prbgramv ^ 

A^un, the letter that we have referenceifor the record clearly 
shbw that the CRS study is _<m^^ and these States are esti- 
mating jan even higher dbropout. _ _ ::_ 

I guess I wbiUd afeo respectfully chaUenge tfee^ 

lion -on one other point, and that^la which meals should be subsi- 
di^edj^and shbiUd not be subsidi^^ a 
somewhat different andiarger issue^ but this morning I did nave a 
wi^ deUcdbus $2 breakfast in the Rayburn cafeteria, a ineal that 
womd cost me $6 or $7 any^ereelse. 

iiWhen.we talk_rf)out teimg _2A^c^^ from the lunch or a 

school child, i would proper that there are some faim^ issues 
that would go mtich broader than that. [ Ap plause.] 

i^ain,-lets look at the participation trends as a result of th<^ 
cuts, Jbi 1981^ before the big cut tb<^i)lacei theie were about 26,7 
million dntdren in the program. 51rat then dwindled to about 23 
millidii cMdren/We believe that if the cuts take place as proposed, 
school lunch participation would drop to about 15 million students 
a day . 

We believe, and I believe a lot of parents and educators wbuld 
agree^ that this is the making of a national tragedy. It would be a 
tragedy for this generatibn of young people. I gu^ wheh ybu men- 
tioned defense, Mr. Chairman, we Imve to say that certainly the 
best defense bf this country is the strong and well educated grbiip 
of ^ture citizens. ._ _ 

Nbw the ratibhale for the fldf pfiir« tratiQri^s proposal is^that Fed- 
eral money is an upper income subsidy, sometning like givmg-food 
stamps tbj wefdtbyj^epjflei jwad of course, this wptdd not be Justi- 
fied. J6ut^ to characterize -Federal support received by local schools 
under i section, 4_bf tiie Natiohal_ School Lunch^ Act as on upjper 
income subsidy would clearly^ understate^ you know, that there s a 
lack of und€«^twidihg bn h the jjrogram jgjerates at the^^^^ 
level and how these rands are used, and of the difference between 
the »&hpbl Lunch Prograan a^^ 

Again, let me briefly clarify these points. The soHcalled high- 
income subsidy is not a transfer pa3^ent to children or to their 
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parente. It is instead a grant in aid to schools. The purp^ of this 
grant IS to support the basic infrastnicture iiw for the School 
Limch Ptx^ram, It heliw pay the fixed xjhat^. It really makes it 
IK)Sbible for a school to operafe a school lunch program. And once 
tjuat^ ^nOi then children r^ive m^is depending upon their 
income, whether that meal is freOiL reduced price^ or paid. 
- ^ ^ tenden<gr at the Federal le^el to view fimds pfo- 

videdJinder section 4 U of the National School Lunch Act as a 
ti^nsfer payment to indivi<hids, this is^ certainly not tnie^ and it's 
not hew the program operates at the local level. AH fimds^ from 
whatever source, are put mto x)ne-school food seryi^ aojpunt. This 
mciud^ the Federal mpn^^ the State a^^ local cash assistance^ if 
there is any,^and the student p&yment^ as well, all going together 
to support tfeis npnprofit program. _ 

Now i^ain going back to 1^81, the ^hwl Lunch Pri^am at that 
tune wM cui^ut 11 cents a meal. The proposal made this^year is 
gcmg^to eliminate 25 cents in suppprti the total support. So it is, 
therefdrei reasonably at least us ^o operate the program to 
exp^t that the 1987 ^hild nutritibn cut v^rould r^ufi in much 
haraher cpn^ than it did in 1981. 

^lliejproposed school lunch cut thJs year is double that of 1981. 
Also the administraticai proposes to lower the reimburaement rate 
for _&TO OTd reduced pni^^^ by approximately 12 cents in 

cash, and then substitute an additional 12 cents in cdmmc^tiefi. 
^ llus prop<»al wdiU^^ maintain one goal windi hio 

Wily support the level of purchase of commc^ti^ natidhmde. 
However, the r^ilicturing of the Federal support for tibe free and 
redii<^-pnce sdiooi lunches would cause a mg or disniptibn of the 
cash flow in rtia^^ ;and this is based upon extensive discus- 

sions we havejiad-with program dperators.___ _ _ 
^FHniiheradr^^ schools would not be able again tlds year to reduce 
the quantity of fiood served as they did under the "offer v. serve" 
pro^iqn of Ihe Qttmibi^ 

FmaRy, miy ccwfc^ving efficienciei that could be made by local 
I^P^^T^^^^^^y "J^^ made. In other words, there is no mdre 
lat left to cut out ^f the program.^ 

If XtoMT^ will proceed to eliminate the section 4 funding and 
commodity as propc«ed, we beUeve at least two things would 
nappeiLJ5rst> there would be a sig^iificant and a.4ramatic increase 
m^e price the child pays for the «;hool lunch. Here again, we are 
referen^^ the USBA stu^ made quite recently, which simply 
shows that price is the biggest single determining factor oh Aeth- 
er a chud does or does not eat at school. 

. shows that there Js jO.S-perceht decrease in participa- 

tion for each! c^^ reduction in the paid lunch suteidy. Now look- 
ing at that USDA data, ! findjt difficult to see how the administra- 
tion i»n tell us that there would be no impact and that there 
would be_no drdf^ut df 

_ The chil^n that wo^d bamost affected by this profNMal vyould 

euQ income between $20,660 and 
?^^0, and poor childi»n in the schools that could no_ longer 
afford to operate the program. Here again, we are talking ^ut a 
safety net for children. When schools close their programs, even 
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the m<Sit needy child can't eat, and there is no safety net there at 
all. 

Many of the middle-inccra simply cannot afford a 25- to 

86-percent increase in meal prices and, as a result, our prcy'ectibhs 
and those of CBS together clec^^^ several million 

lower- and middle-income children would inevitably cfarop out. 

The second point in terms of impact is that schools in wluch the 
mgjdriJy of stu^OT paying students and where Jhere is a veiy 
low percentage of free and reduced-price luhclies — these echoofe 
would face a tremendqus fmancial pr^^ because they 
would receive no subsidy for 76 or 89 percent of the luhclies that 
are being served to children in thi8_incom^l^evel t^ 
percent^ In other words, they would receivjB^none of the basic assist- 
ance for the program in cash or cbnunpdities. _ ^ i 

Tlien, p Earlier noted, the poor children as well as the middle- 
income chfldrenwotdd hot J)e able to eat a s^ 

The child, nutrition programs have already done their part to 
faeiphaiance the Federal budget. 3te Omnibus Recohciliatibh Act 
of 1981 Seated child hMritibh pro^ 

ately. While these programs^ represent J^ess than hrff of 1 percent of 
ttie Federed budget, th^ received 4 percent of the ctyt enact^ 
part of the Omnibus Reconciliation Act of 1981. in shorty the chfld 
nutrition programs were cut approximately 10 times greater than 
acrbss^the^ard freeze. 

As BuppoSers^f c3iHd nutrition, we are extremely concerned by 
the standoff in Congress on the_ question df^ defense spending and 
closing tax loopholes. The School tunch Program and other pro- 
grams situated in a simil£u* way must not become pawns in the def- 
icit reduction game. The stakes for children arf» simply too high for 
this, : ^ . _ 

The President's tax proposals to Congress, released in May of 
1985, identify the unlimited deduction for business meals as an 
abusii^ an _abu^ tliat pfFends man^ taxpayens. The President's tax 
proposal to disaliow the tax deduction for 5D percent of the cc«t of 
a business meal bver^25> to^ethejrwth the r^triction on 

entertainment^xpenses, rouid lower the deficit by $1.9 billibh a 
year by 1990. We wbiUd then su^est thatj Mfbre we take away 25 
cents for the me^ of a school cMld, that it would be appropriate to 
tax the $100 lunches eiyoyed throughout Waslun^hi IX1,_ 
_^Mr._Qiairman, we Imve spent our time here this morning ad- 
dressing the administration's larg^t child nutrition budget cut,^ the 
eliminatibh of Juppo^ for the^aying child, which in essence means 
the elimination of the basic^ support for the School Lunch I^bgram. 
We would very much aigii^iate^bUr mak^ our 1986 issue paper 
a part of the hearing record, in that paper we address some of biur 
other cbhcems^ particularly biir ocmcems fbr^ the Child Care Food 
Program and nutrition education andiraining. 

In closing, Mr. Chairman^ we would like very: mtr^ 
ydu toji the other members of this jcommittee for providing the 
consistent and bipari;isan leadership that you have prodded in the 
areaof child nutrition. Specifically, we want to thank you for your 
efforts on H.R. 7. 
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^ We know that your commitment wU, continue, because, as you 
nave noted p^^^ other occasions, it must. 

ITiant you veryjauch. We would happy to answer auctions. 
J:Y«3ident Sharon Gibson^has a brief statement. 

eirannan Hawkins^ Thank you, Ms. White. Ms. Gibson, were 
you seeking recognition? 

^ Mb. GrasoN. M^^ I would just like to comment and re- 

jnfoi^ the statement o£the association. As a local director, we did 
1^^ 25^rcent j3f our children after the 1981 cuts, and I am sure 
that we would lose th<»e youngsteif agaiii^ 

Lwol^^ also like to thank you on behalf of AFSEA for your sup- 
7 and for allowing xls to test^ tcRiay. Thank you. 

[The prepared statement and letters of Gene White follows:] 

^xmirorr of the Abcebicxn Schoo£ TddD Skbvick AMbciAxibN 

Mr. ^airman, 3Mf. Gc»ayng, mem^ ebminittee, my name i8_Gene_White. 

i jm^^C^tainnan of the Legislative and PubUc P6U<gr Committee of the American 
j^^^^^lf^^S^?^^°- UhtU recentJbr I was Director of Child Nutrition 
amt tJommodity KBtnbutidh Programs for the State of California^, _ _ i 

:Mr. Qiairm^, wme^ here this ihorhihg with an aura.of i^ightej^ed anxiety 
centered »^d^the defic^ The Administration's 1987 child nutritiott budget, which 
^775 million, is, essentially tiie_same i Ihe chiir nutrition 
l^l ^^hej^agress^rejected iM^^ therefore, it might 

^^^^^^^t! ^ ^ suKwrters of child nutrition program shoulcTbe 

_^On May 9. 1985 ttii^^Mte pf Jhe favor of amendment to 

the budge^resolution by S^^^^^ Hawkins T©iecting ail cats in child hutri- 

HouTO, durmg OTnsidera^^^ rejected any cuts in Section 4 

^fvii^?!^ amendment fey Congressman Amey ^ eliminate subsidies 

attnbut^Ie to studen The 1986 budget r^lutioh 

^wed for a inod^t m^rea^^ nutrition and the Grmnm-Rudmah 

l^Iatira exempted cMd nufedtionJ'rom^lhe sequenstratidn process 
^ In shorjv there IS a very strong l^islative histofy in oppt^itioh to tha Administra- 
^pn 8 cMd nutnUpn proposals. ^Ehe American School Food Service Association b^ 
aev^, however, that_we must continue to make suro the Congress is aware of the 
po^roquences of the pendmg child nutrition prdp^ and that we take nothing for 

Like aU ail deeply con(»rned about the federid deficit. It took 

1^5 yM« foj thwcountiy to e^ass a trillidh dollar deficit It htii now doubled, to 
two tnljion doUap^inza^caiort five years. The deficit presehti an ovenvhelming chal- 
therefore jncumbent oii^ of us who support federal social progi-aSs to 
speak put untJ^suchLtime as ihe deficit is addressed in a r^Mnsible mann^. 

It was_Wo<^KOT Wibon who said, "No one can worship God or love his neighbor 
^.ap empty stomad^." We would strongly endorse that Statement and iodi#ilLto 
PQj^tjmtJhat no child cm fifow,- physicdjy OT mentally, on an eiipt5r_stomacL The 
proposaLb^ made^by the Adininistrative wiU throw 10^000 15.000 schools and:5to 
8 mUhonchildren off the NatibMLl^hbbl Lunch Pribram. And when ^school drops 
out_pf Jhel^ationarSchddl Lunch Program, all childftn, including^r children ^ 
*^SP%?L^ or^reduced-priTO meal. Ibro^tx^ to the meal pS«£q _ 

th^^™ f^"*^. Pu'^^*^^.^^ year to <to Committeeindicated that 

there «\over ^^.^ schools which wrve 60% of their meals to children with family 
mcome ab^e 185% of the poverty level, i.e, the "paid** midjcat^ory. ^f th^ 

m 1980. ^fore eniw^tment of the_ Omnibus Reconciliatioa Actjf J981. some 26 7 
miHion children p^icipated in the National School I.unch.P«Kram. Participation 
then decreased ^ 23 miUiqn chUdr^n, and if_th^_ current ;p^^^ ^Sl^ 
man 15_milhon ^udents inay remcun in the^r^^ a Hatidnal trag- 

^y—a ti^e^ ft>r this genei«tion of pepple.andJJiose who follow. The 

tionale for the .Admnistrati^^^^^ is tha_t_the_rederai money is aii "upper 

mcome subsidy . ^ to food_ stamps for theLwea^ and cannot be justili^ To 
ch^ctenze fede^support receivid^^^^ Section 4 of the Nation, 

ai bchool Lunch Act as an upper mcome subsidy indicates a lack of understanding 
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of how the program o|«rat^ at the local level, how the fuhids are used, and of the 
differences between the school lunch program and a welfare program. 

Let me briefly clarify some of these pqm^ i..,^ i ^x. - 

-_ the so-called **high mcbme subsidy** is^iota transfer payment to cmlaren or their 
parents^ It is instead a jiTarit-iii-aid to schools to suppdrt the basic infrastracture of 
the^school lunch pr<^am. It_heli» pay fixeff charges which are part of the ongotog 
CMts in ali school food service programs. Without this support, many school ai&Encts 
simply Jjould not afford to participate in the National School LUnch Program. When 
PTQgramB close, all children in the community, including poor children, are denied 
the nutritLonal and educational value of the p^roCTM _ _ . - 

_ _While_there is a tendfnJ^ at the federal level to view funds provided Under 5^- 
tions_4 anJ U of the National School Lunch Act as transfer payments^ to spwific 
Individuala^that is not how the program operates at tiie locfid level. All funds, from 
wJiatever source* are put into one Jocal food service account^ Federal money, state 
and local cashjissistance (if any), as well as student payments all go to support this 
one:noiiproflt_program. , --^ - i rrn. 

in 198U the school lunch program was cut by apprqxmaately 11$ per meal. Lhe 
proposal which, lias^ljeen made this year would be to eliminate approximately 25$ 
per meal for the "paying child*'. It is therefore reasonable to expect that the 1987 
child nutrition cut would result in much harsher consequences than did the 1981 
cuti - - - ~ ~ I — 

1. Ite proposedBChool lujich-Cut is double the 1981 cut oh a per meal basis, 25$ 
per meal as:i»mip£aredj» _ii$ per meal. - ^ - - . 

2. TheiAdministoJion also proposes to lower the reimbursement rate^for tree^and 
redni^-pri(» lunch^ by approximately 12$ in cash and substitute 12$ in USM 
commodSi^^_Thia_propSal would maintain the current level of total cbmmd^^ 
purchases joationwide^ However, this restructuring of the federal support fdr^free 
and redm^-price school lunches will cause mcgor disruption in cash flow problems 
at the -local lev^l. 

3 Schooiwoiiid not be able to again r^uce the quantity^bf food served as they 
did under the "offer vs. serve'* rule enacted as part of the Omnibus Reconciliation 

ActoflSSL , - V 1. u • 

_ 4LAnyiKJ6t-saving efficienci^ that could be made by local schools have been im- 
plemented as^ result of the 1981 bu^ ^ ^ . . _ ^ . 

__Ifjthe_Congr^ Jvere to eUi^ 4 fimdmg and commodities for the 

paying childj. two things would happen: : *v wn^ 

L_First,_ there would be a significant and dramatic mcrease m the price me cnm 
psys_fQrJthe school lunch. A recent USDA study on the National School Lunch Pro- 
gram indicated that the price of the meal is the most important factor m determm- 
mg whether or not a chSd pariicipates in the school lunch progt^._ Accordmg to 
USDA there is a .3% participation decrease for each bhe<oht (1$) reduction m the 
paid iunch subsidy. _ _ _ _ ^ _ . 

the children that would be affected the most would be from famihes with nKomes 
between $2di00d and 135^000, and jKwrt children in thcwe schools that can so longer 
afford to operate the prpgram^Many of th^e middle-iricbme families simply cannot 
afford a 25% to 30% increase in meal pri(^. As a result, several imllion Jower- 
middle income children would eventually drop but of the program because they 
could not longer afford to participate. - - , ^ - ^ 

Seconds schools _in whiclL the majority of students are "paying ^^dents _juiii 
where there i»a very low percentage ^)f free an* reduced-pri^schooi Junket partis 
pation, would no longer be fihahC4ally ible to continue to partiCMteon theOTO- 
gram. Schools with oidy 20%^ 30% ftee smd Kkiuced-pri(^mealB. for exampl^ 
would receive no subsidy for 70% br 80% of their meds^Thrae schools.^ hy^d 
I^e^ would clcwe the pn^ram. As a result, the poor children in these schools would 
be curonfrahchised frbm the National School Ltm^ - -- 

The child hutritibn prbgrains have already done their part ioJislp halsnce the 
federal budget. The OmniDus Reconciliation Act of 1981 treated ilie_child nutntion 
programs harshly^ and disprbpbrtibhately. While these programs^ reprint Jess tiian 
% of 1 percent bf the 4eder^ budget they received 4 percentijf thecut enacted as 
part of the Omnibus Recbhciliatibn Act of 1981. &i shorty the xiluld nutntion pro- 
grams were cut approximately 10 timc^ greater dian an across-the-board freeze.. 

As supporters child nutSion, we are extremely CQhc||3iedby 
the standoff in Congress, oh the guestibn of defense spending and 
closing tax loophole. JPhe school lunch prc^am, and ojher jprp^ 

f rams similarly situated, must not become pawnsjji the deficit re- 
action game. Tbs stakes are shnply much too high. 
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fK^f P^^°}'?i*?f-P^iP^^ Conmss. released iii May^f 1985, identifies 

the unlimited d^uctipn fpr^iismesa meaJkBS an abuse that offends the average 
tMpayer.Tlie^idra^ tax deduction for 50% of ^e 

cort of a busmessjneal ove t<«ether_ with tise propped restnctioh^h ehter- 

^^g^f P ^, ^^Rgnsesi could lower the_deficitJ)y $1.9 bilifen a year by 1990. We would 
wigg^ that ^fore we ta^^ schoolchUdreh participating in 

^y^^^^'^e^^^ appropriate to tax th. $10^00 lunches en^ 

. Oiainnan, w^ve spent oiy' Um^^ here this nioniing addr^ing the Admihifr 
trotion s laig^t^hJ^ of support fo^ the 

/ pa>ang ehJd. _ We would our 1986 IssUe Paper 

a pm of 4Jie heariM^rerordj^^ it_addr^8e8^i)ur other conceras, particularly our 
^^ms for the child care food program and Nutrition Education and Tr^hihg 

c^J?^^V^* the other members 

^^^'^ ^^^^ Jor prq^ lead^hip that vou 

have provided in the area pf chad nutrition. We_ know that you comimtment wiU 
contonue because, as you have noted on many occasions, "it must." 
Thank you veiy much. We would be happy to answer any questions that ydU may 



.Deparxment of Education, 

Columbia, SQ February tO, 

Hon. Gys JiAWKms,. 1 

Home of Representatives, Washirigton, IDC 

^^^^^^^Tiy^\M a itate director of child^ programs and USDA 

^^^'J^^-^^^^^i?^* ^am cpnceraed aJbput the President's 1987 proposed budget 
? « ^u^"*"**^'^^^^^ would haves devastet- 

pn the programs m the stete of South Carolina. __ ^ 
^ ITie lai^t cut Tor ^utti^ Carolina would be in SectionLimoniffl which is the 
basic support provided for all meals served. In Soutih Carolina theioss of Section 4 
raoniswould account for oyer 10 million dollars annually. This would have an ad- 
-^fi?'!^*^- Sa^^^^ is in all 

"^M^^u^!^ ^k^^ 30% or fewer free andiredu^ price meal 
f^?,^™^ ifi^— * mo^_distncto wpidd not be ableiamaintain tfe program 
^fi^Z pnce Btudents only and would have to_drop the i)rQgr£an?™s 

S°5jf ^^^1°"^^? — student^ who recieve paid, fSe_and_reduSeii^cffi meals. 
It the schools ehmmatwi the^pr^rams. the free and reduced pricaejatiSenta would 
nothave acoMS to meals. Schools would find it no longer economically feasible to 
provide a meal Servian for only a few students. ^ ^ i^iuic w 

would -be foroed to raise their i)rices_byl25i io ^verlhe 
loss of_12^c^ and m commodities for paying studente and m^ more paid sta- 
dentswQUldJbe priced out of the pr-bgra^'"'^ working poor and.middliincome 
people^ aro_ already^ tevinrtTOuW paying the current pricM as only 61% jotthe 

^to the m%_of the students eligible for free meals who eat lunch cUily^The in- 
m lunch pnces would pri<^ the program out of the reach of many more stu. 
dents. A consCTvative lunate of the huml^rs afiect^ based onlthe fact that for 
evey one ^nt niCTea^m price, ybu can expect a one percent decrease in participa- 
tion,_would.be over 80^000 p^ing studeh^^^ ««c pmLiwpa 

What ia roally:h»d_tp uMerstand is that these j)roj)osals are being made dipite 
the re<^nlLFfiderai:study which showed that students of all in<5ome levels who ate 
^hoolluncbes^erom(^ to meet their daily hutritionfil needs than students 

who did not The l^aticmrf Scfiool I^ch Prog^ wm passed for^ years So b^ 
paus^of the concern2of:eon|r^» over the poor physical stfiitus of thous^ds of 
ypung m^n wlM^were^jMe<^ from mUitaiy Service. Are we not putting our children 
kM*u undpm^Lwhat CongTM driginaUy intended in 194^ to W^uaw^ the 
o^cfel^n'^SS^ our nation's children? "Must we" turn the cl<^ back on 

Anpther part oLthe^AdmiiriBtra propdsiu which seems untenable is the 
f^w^rfo!? ^^2^ pei- meal) and shiftily the 
per meal) ,to_frefcandi^uced price students to o^ the 12^ reducSSn in 
^ would create havoc with bur statewide system of sui- 

table distnbutipn of donated commodities, it would create severe distributibri and 
swrage problems throughout the state and at the local (district) level. In some in- 
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stances, those with_few free and redu^ price atudents, the cupboards would be 
bare of iJOTAjCO_namoditi^_jmd^ m others with high free and reduced price students 
the cujriboardwouldJje overflowing to the point where the districts would be forced 
to refuse Lcommodities for lack of storage space or inability to use the foods in the 

quantities provided. _: ^ ^ , „ . . ~ _ 

in summary, the President's 1987 prop<»ed budget cute for Chud 
grams are untenable.Llti&eYeninore_80 knowing that these are essentially the same 
propose the administrationjmade for 1986 and which Congress repeatedly rejected 
esren to the point of making aU Gbild jSutrition Pi^?m^ exempt ft^m tee Gra^ 
Rudfflan-HoilingB proc^ of Jbudget cutting._It seems that the intent of Congress m 
1985 was to maintain the iundingLfor Child Nutrition Pw^rsuns. I hope that once 
again Congress wilLaee the wisdom, to leave.tiie Child Nutrition Programs mtact. I 
uige you to oppose the President's budget proposals. 

Sincerely, _^ 

Vivian B. I^lant, 
Director, Office of School Food Services. 



STA-ra OF MiGHIOAN, 

Defartment^of EnucAtiONr 
^ Lansing, MI, February 36, IMff. 

Hon. AuGUffTUS F. Hawkins^ 
House of Repre8enidtiv&^^ 

_ J5KAE_CkMfaRMSMAN Hawkws: TThe Administration's recommendation to elimij 
nate_caslLand_cx)mmodity subsidies for meals served to hon^eedy chUdreh would 
severely imj)air ths school lunch and breakfast prc^ams in Michigan* The proposal 
eliminate jsubsidi^ for meals served to children from famili^ with ihcbmes above 
185 pen^ntof the poverty level. I strongly opppse this recommendation. - 
: Aapropised, the l«nBlation would lower the federal subsidy by a min i m u m of 40 
cents per mealiinciufe cashi c»mmodii^ entitlement and bonus values) for approxi- 
mately 50 pen^ntoLaU lunchesieiveiintheS^ : - 

: The:NadonaLSchoolJLunch_Pr<^am is currently authorized as a grant-in-aid to 
Bchoolsithat supports^lhe school lunch pr(^am. Jv ithbut this support many^sclwKjl 
districts CQuld_not afford to participate in the program, thereby depnving all chil- 
dren iitthejCDmmunity of the nutritional value of ffie program. Poor children are at 
particular risk^_ 1 , . , . i- - i 

it is^ our estimate that_15*6QQ,000_fewer lunches wiU be served in_Michigan schools 
during 1986-87 if : this proposal^ass^. AdditionallyLit shpifld be noted th^^new 
locid revenue of more than $20 million will be required to offset this reduced level 
of service.! — — — _ _ _ _ 

As most Michigan:djBtricta^»ilLhsve difficuli^ generating nw 
magnitude i» BuppQrti^their JiEK)djaeryice^ operatic is tdgmy proTw^^ may 
wfll elect to discontinueiparticipation^OBLtne National School Lunch Prc^ram^ IMs 
estimated that 20 percentof the districts statewide will drop j*e_prcOTam^ thereby 
denying 133,6fi© children^ of dunches dasly^ Tbis^ j^^ affect the low mcome 
student as weiLaa the student from_a.middle_inoome ffumily. ^ ^_ - 

We appreciate your^ continued Bupport of JLhild_nutrition programs and feel conn- 
dent tiiat you wnl oppose this proposed recommendation to eliminate the school 
lanch subsidlffl. 

Sincerely, ~ ~ 

Phillip E. Runkbl. 



The University of toe State o? New Yobk, 

The State Education DEPARtMENtr 

Albany, NY, February 1S8S. 

Gene Whtte, .- .— ^ >vi 

Legiatdlive CHairman, American School Food Service Association,. Denver^ CO. 

Dear Ms. White: Attached for your information is a table analyzing the imp^ of 
the Pr^ident*s FY 1987 budget proposal for child hutritibh programs oh New York 
State. _ _ 

Based on cdnservative esstimates, 318,000 students would be dropped from the na- 
tional School Lunch and Breakfast^rograms in New Yort Stete in FY 1987jinder 
the President's proposals; over 51,(RK) of these studehfe from Ibw-inoome lammes. 
Apprb3timately 398 (35 percent) of our total 1124 school food authoritic« could no 
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n'f'!Sl^9f^^^^ ? ^^^^ ^^^^ pit^rairi given the prbpbs^ eliiiiation 

fS- ^^'^ c^n ™ commodity payment for students in the paid cat^ory 
TheJ>re8identapro^eals for tte School Lunch, Br^ast^ Special m3, Nutrition 
Education and l^mMig^^and Sfete Administrative Expenses^ programs would 
SI^'J^U*^ ^ rn^New York State, of 136,6_mimon. ^addition, the 

^SSf?^SSP ** ^'^?^^,^^^^*f cent casii payment for free and 

S^^?^*?®^ _to> replaced with a commensura amoun^in «)mmoditi^. 
Tow wiU PMult m an^ |19 million for ttie state. We 

e^imate tlwt the i^lac»men will drive additional schools 

^i^lly^i^^^^^^^ ^ flexibiiity in meeting program costs wiU sig- 

This Monnation and oS^ i987 proposals for edu- 

cation vr^Sram-Bxe ben^^dfatributed to the New Tork State Con^^sionS DeW 
tion for.their use durmg the budget and appropriation proc^s^. 
Smcerely, 

>^.^" _ _ __ JCWEPH P. Fr^,_ _ 

cytief, mreau ofScJtool Food Management and Nutrition. 



ESTIMATED NEW YORK STATE PROGRAM CUTS AND FEDERAL DOLUR LOSSES AS A RESULT OF 

PROPOSED euTs In eHltD nutrition programs 



Free and reduced 
— price* 



Paying* Total 



School loncb:- 

Taxi autlwrities estimated to drop program , ; 3 4 ^gg 

raeral child nutntiw^^ 4 ™— . -$19.255;991 ' '^mMM -$3l'416 991 

Jfe. 6 commod fufxfc lost/gained _ 4.yi9.256.99I ^ximm 

MotaI» sdwol iDiich tos..."™.. _ nTser^n 

School breakfasti -533,868,650 

School food aothoHtfe tttimataJ to drop ft _ _ 

StDdenfe dropped.«™.._ gfg" * Ym 3 75B 

Fedeaiaildmmitibrirefm. lost -$72 300 l7nm raa^nn 

Spedal milk: Funds lost for students above i3d p^tj»«Cl_ "lu^fi MO 

NutntKin edoialibn arid training (net): Funds tet from program ♦'.•»'o.uuu 

-^minatibri-^ ^ 

State admihistratidh expense: Funds tet— feallmiriS'"!!'-"' ^'^"-""""" ^^ -$64i 864 

TpM to Na* York State . . -Mfi fipQ flu 

Total students dropped from school londi program in New YbrS ^o.o^.ah 

State. 



Total. Studwts dropped from school brealtrast program fn New 

Yprt SUte 

Total cash loss to New York State ............Z Z II 



03.756 



314.057 
-$43,726,805 



^ Family wcorne Mow 185 percent powrtv. 
? «toei85-petceni 

* il^'^t^total fi^^^ tlilt saiou* fooa authontie witti 70 percent or more paid stud^ts will drop p jgram. 

Source: Budget of the D;S: Govemmait, fral ywr 1987. New Yorfc State Education bqurtmwL 

Arkansas Department op Educai^on, 

General EDucAttoN DrviaidN, 
_ _ Littie J^Dck, AR, Fehrudry 24, 198$. 

Gene White, 

^^'''^Mf'l^nS^ Commiitee, American School Food Service 
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My remarks cbhceniihg this will be very brief and to the pcnht. ITiere are 340 
schopl districts in bur state. Seventy have 30% or less students eligible for free/re- 
duc^pnce meals. 

As a past lu^h schopl j)rinc^^^ for twelye years, I 

beUeye that _th^e_schools will seriously consider dropping out of our lunch and/or 

breakfast^rograms.__ 1 _„ _: : 

: _My reasoning £)r this is two fold: First, to maintain iheir present xatcijf: revenue, 
assuming all continue to eat, they most increase the price of 70% or more of their 
students. This will cause a number of their students to quit eating and thus further 
lower their, revenue: I feel to maintain their pr^nt revenue, they must raise the 
paid prices 35$ to 40$. 

Second^ due tp the ^ditibhal time and work to operate bur programs, the districts 
will feel it is just nbt worth their time and effort. Not bhly wbuld^LG&schbbls drbp 
but bf bur programs, some may drop^ their prbgrams completely. Regardless oT 
which^ a number bf children will nbt be eating a good nutntibus meal as they have 
previously. _ 

_ Any _effort on_ your or the association's part to counter this move would be very 

much apprf elated. 

Sincerely yours. 

Coordinator, School Food Service. 



State op New Mexico, 
Department op Education, 
Sahia Fe, NM, February 14, 198$. 

Gene White, 

Chairperson^ Pubtic l^iicy and tegisiation Committee, American Schooi Food Serv- 
ice Associationy ^nver, CO. 

Dear Ms. Wi^^ The S^bnd ;t of the dra^^ Great JDencit Reduc- 

tion," opens. wit_h_Chil(L NutritioiL at .center stage,. Again _^ye_flnd ouraelyes faced 
with tiiejobiigation_to5how_outC!Mes:Qf theAdnunistrati^^^ budget^roj>Qsais._For 
New MexicQ the impact of section 4 elimination is not vastly different from a year 
ago when we projected the potential losses. : _ : _ : :l 

Hie Section f money received from J^S during 1984-85 school year totaled 
$3,689,287:00; of this subsidy only $1,284,320.00 applied to paying students: Ttie bal- 
ance bf $2,404,967 was for Section 4 support for free ^d reduced price meals: The 
administration, seems 4b treat aU Section 4 as thbiigh it were food stainf« for the 
affluent only. Loss of Section 4 is most criticp to prt^ams beca^ apply ^ 

the free arid reduced price eljgibles too. The. average price bf a school lunch to a 
paying child is still $0.95. Withou^^^ 4 reimbut^ment and its accompany- 

ing cpmroodity suppprt_ the_ average price for schppl year 1986-87 would jump to 
$1^8-1.60, Our experience. indicateB a _one-percent_ decUne.in participation for every 
cent in crease in tJie pricejof a meal.J^cidatingitheJinpactaf Section New 
Mexico__scbools,: jwe_ iam stiLL predict a thirj^-five to .forty-percent (35%-40%Lde- 
crease in participation by paying children and a thirtyrtive percent _(35%l:program 
closure rate after the flrat year. Ilos would represent the loss of 64,000 meals, per 
day, sixty-^ix percent (66%) of which are served to needy children scrtsB this state. 

The fact that Section 4 is Univer^ and appU^ to all meals denotes its infrastruc- 
ture nature as the vehicle to cairy but the Cbnl^essibnal intent of feeding all chil^ 
dren. The Admihistratibh's^ritiriued ^^brt-to label Section 4 ^ a component of 
welfare is simply not the case^ To^Uminate Section 4, this so called "welfare" com* 
ponerit for poor children is^cknbwledged by dbublirig the cbmmodity allocations to 
them. Dbublmg cpmmod^^^ pf our Mhoql c^strid^^ physically impCMs- 

fli^le. Schools feeding ?6% free and reduced chiidren. could not j)royide mieguate 
warehousing or refrigeration to handle such food volume much less utilize them to 

advantage. . 

_ .School jprograms which 5erve less: than. 40%: free, and redjiced_j)ri_c?e_meais are the 
ones wMch. are most dependent on the Section 4 funds. They simply.^annot p^ss. on 
the funding loss to consumer students because they cease participating rather than 
pay higher prices: 

Congress valiantly denied this same budget reduction last year: We must all rally 
to that same stance again: There simply are no viable alternative funding sourc&i 
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ayaUSi)Iev Withq^^ the 88 public school districts in New 

Mexico^ would likely close their school lunch programs within one year. 
Sincerely, 

COFFORD O, Morris, 
tHrector, School Food Services. 



JStSTE of ix>UI8IANA,^ 

1 _ Baton Rouge, tA\ February tl\ 1.MS. 

Gene White, _ _ 

ChairmathJ^Mic Foitcy Wid Legistdtidn Cornrhitteef American School Food Service 
Association, Venver. CO. 

Dear Ms. Wnrm: Ihe foUpwijig; is a Jbrief summary of the anticipated impact of 
the proposed feaeral hud^ cuts for FY87: 

__l.LEliminateicash and commodities attributrf>le to students above 185 percent of 

the poverty line: __ 

: This propocai wHl significantly raise the price to paid categoric children. We esti- 
mate th:*t the average price ^wiU rise by approximately 40^45% and in excess of 
50,000 children (ADP—Faid, 290,000) will probably drop from th^pr^am. 

2. Increase cbmmbdity rate to 24 cents/meal for students l»elow 185 percent of 
poverty and lower the cashj-ate 12 cents. 

What^ commbdities will J)e provided? If the commodities offered as^art.of Ihe 12^ 
increase are hot what £ire needed, then we have suffered a cut "through the back 
door". 

3i Summer--eliminate re 
_ We fee) that thte prop<wal will end the Summer Food Service Program. Local gov- 
ernments and _schpol_boardsJh already financially strapped will not be able to 
abj3orb_the c<^t of administering this program. 

VChild QareALEiiminate 2% Audit Funds: 

This proposal will reduce administrative controls to a dangerously low level. 
Audits have proven to be a valuable source of data Tor improvements to the prd^ 
gram. __ __ _ _ _ 

Child Care B: Means — Family Day Car&. 

it's about time, there is a^meahs test in all the other programs and we badly Leed 
this control on the Family Day Care Program. 

- We have serious concerns about the^aff^ts of these proposed cuts to the_Cjfiild 
Nutrition Programs. Our concern is deepened bjr the fact that severe cuts are also 
possible in our state assistance to the programs for FY87. 
Pleaise call me if you heed additional information. 
Sincerely, 

WhIJAM Hv BjB^JTON,^ 

Acting Director, Food and Nutrition Services, 



Oklahoma State Department^ of EbucAnoNj 
OhJahoma City, OK, February 2i, 
Gene WnriE, 

Chainivan, I^hlic Legislative Committee, American School Food Service 

Association, Denver, CO, 

Dear WMrrEi^ The proposed reductions in fiindihg is of great concern to all 
involved in Child Nutrition 4>r(^ams. The President's proposal for IS?/ would 
create many problems iii the State of Oklahoma.^ At prjsent a 17% budget reduction 
m state fuhdmg is imminent. At a time when we are experiencing a loss of funds at 
uie state level, it becomes even more critictU to also be faced with further loss of 
federal funds. _ _ _ ___ _ _____ 

- Just taking the fwieral cuts into perspective, our best ^timates_ indicatethat at 
leiast ^0J)00 students p«r day would be .eliminated and _1_2_CL to 12& school districts 
would eease participation in the program. The loss of federal funds is estimated at 

$ 1^134 ,-*7 1 0. 

a maior concern is_the_fuadingLC^ must remember our children: What 
will these 50^00 students do when it comes to good nutrition? 

Smcerely, __i 

_ Fred L>. Jons, 

Assistant Superintendent, Director, School Lunch Division. 
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Minnesota Department of EbucATiON, 
_ : : __ 1 Fehniary25, 1986, 

Hon. Rudy Boschwitz, 
U.S, Senate, Washingtor^ Z)e. 

Dear Senator BoscHwrrz: I have recently received a comr of the U.S^Departtneht 
of Agricultiire, Pood auid Nutrition Se 

Without a dqubt^ I am deeply concerned about the administration's _pr(3>^ed cuts 
for Quid Nutriti^^^ and the effect on the cMdren and the e<x>nomy of 

Mingm^ta. 1 have attached a Kscal Year _1987_ Economic Impact of the Proposed 
Federal Budget Cute to Child Nutrition Programs to show you that Minnesota 
wouid f26,_i04,d0d in monies and USDA commodities if all of the proposed cute 

were implemented^ . 

_ Jn^ jaddltion lo_ thfi_ funds tbat_wouid_he_ Joat_to_Minn^iota,^_I_am_more_CQncerned 
^xiutthe children JJiatj¥ould_nQ_ longer receive, the beiiefita of these programs. T3us 
isiespeciallvtrueifor J:he NatiQnal_BchoQL_Lunch_Pr<^amL (NSLP) and the.Cluld 
Ccfffi Food Program (CCFB which wauMiiaveiadget cutaof :$24,31»,00(L_The8e two 
programs would be hit the hardest Jbecause of the hi^ percentage of paying chil- 
dren (family income greater than 185 percent of the poverty level) that currently 
participnite in these programs. 

For example^ in Minnesota in the^StP we are currently serving 421,723 lunches 
per day. Of this total, 294,784 (69.9%) are in the fully paid cat^ory^99,52t j(23J%> 
are free, and 27,412 (6.5%) are reduced price. As you can see, ££nn^ts*8 69.9% of 
p£^ing students is Iiigh in coraparuon to the national averse of 51.3%. ^ 

If Congr^ passes the proposed budget cuts which Woulo eliminate Section 4 re- 
imbursement on all lunch^ (paid, free, and reduced price) and eliminate commod- 
ities for st?adent& from famili^ with incomes greater than 185 percent of poverty, 
there is no benefit for schools with a high perceiitagiei of paying students to partici- 
pate in the NSU*. Schools wbtilddrbp the NSLF, aiid cdhSeqUeiitly, students eligible 
fof ^a free or reduced price lUnc^ in tncuse^hdols would hot be fed. 

To illustrate the concerns above, the fbllbwihg cbnservative statistic^ have been 
compiled. If support for the paying student was eliminated, it cdUld be expected that 
schools serving 85% or more lunches in tl; ^ fuHy paid cat^oiy would ^irdp the pro- 
gram. These schools represent^ £m averag'^ daily participatibh (ADP) of 91,273 
lunches^ (21.6% of the state's ADP) of which ?>468 are free and 2,939 are reduced 
price. If we assume a more realistic Ogure thsUi schools ^rvihg 80 percent or ihbre 
fUlIy paid lunches would^drbp the prbgramr^ this would -represent 164,524 lUiiches 
(39.0%) bf4he state's ADP^per day with 15,036 free and 6,702 reduced price. As ybu 
can seer if the prbpbsed NSLP cuts are implemented, there are going to be tlu)U- 
sands bf^iidehts iii^the free and reduced price categories that v^l be deprived bf 
thehehefits bf the NSLP. _ _: i_ 

The bther prbjpo3ed4^gislatibh that would have a xn3jbr impac^-bnr^Iihhe^^ 
the means te«L for c;UF±' participants in fmnily ^iay car e^^om es (FDCHX It ia esti- 
mated that the state would suffer a $12,000,000 loss of CCFP fuhda if tiUs proposal 
wi»4m plemehted. This is because bf the high percentage (70.0%) of children in the 
CCFP that cbme from families- with incomes great^tlim 185 percent bf poverty. 
The admihistratibh*3 concept of cutting support tx> FTNCH children that cbihe frbm 
families with incomes greater- than 185 percent of poverty is understbodr^ind veiy 
commendable; however, the 'l>acklash*_* of this^ cutbach wbiild be that FDCH chil- 
dren from families with ihebmes-^less than 130 and_135 percent bf poverty wbuld 
Edso-l bse the beheHts of the CCFP^ Family niay care homes participating in the 
CCFP receive ah average^ reimbursement of $200.0J) per mbnth^^ this average 
amount was reduced 70 percent^ 4s not worthwhile for the^^CH td^sbhtihue to 
participateih thej^rbgram. The FDCHs pfurticipatihgih the CCFP are already bver- 
Ibaded with lioahsihg requirements, daily recbx^ keepihg-requirexhehts, and meal 
patterns and menii records, te such ah extent that many FDCHs have chosen libt to 
participate in the program. The administrative requirements are hot worth the re- 
imbursement received. The added administrative requirements bf a means t^ cou- 
pled withj^e-redilctibh is reimbursemehi would result in a mass exodus FDCHs 
frbm the C5CFP. Cbhsequehtly, the n^iedy children wbu' ^ hot receive the beheHts of 
a subsidized meal or shack, and the cost bf day care would have to be increased to 
alffamilies. - i - '- '- - 

The Natibhal School Ltihch Prbgram and bther Child Nutrition Prbgrams have an 
ecchbmic impact iii Minnesota ^f mbre than $128)000,000. This impact is felt by 
people thrbu^hbiit the stote and especially people in tV^e agriculttire community. I 
db hbt have to remind ybu bf the prbblems bf Mihheso a faiihers. The U<S. Depart- 
meilt bf Agriculture cbhtihties to purchase annually apprbximately $400,000,000 
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worth of dairyjprbducts and other foods produced in Minnesota, aoe ofihe major 
outlets for these prodacte is the NSLP and other Child Nutrition Prc^iama^ j : : 

Again, as I did last year, ! am asking that you consider the above^concfimfland do 
whatever is poMible to_maintain the Nation's. Child. Nutrition Pn^nuns at their 
present level. If ^u need any additional information, you or your staff can tele- 
phone me at the above telephone number. 

Sincerely, 

Charles L, Mattosw^ 

Director, Child Nutrition Section, 

Fiscal Year 1987 Economic Impact op PHOPt^Eb Ffokral Budget Cms to Child 

NuTRmoN Programs 

_Based upon i984-85 »3tate fiscal year end figures the following figures have been 
used to prepare this dmft. 



NATIONAL SCHOOL LUNCH PROGRAM 





Number 


Percent 


Numbef of meals......;..:::;;::::::::;::::::: 

Do .......................:::::..;;;..:: 


::-::::::::::::::...:... 17,592,696 R«....„ 


24.0 


Do ................:.....::..:::...::.: 


:: ;::.::::::.:..:.:.:..... 4,785,207 Raluad...- 

:::::;:::::::..::;:::.:.:.: 51,258,542 Pm.... 


6.5 

69.5 


Total:..:................ 


73.B36.445 


ihhn 





Below is the apprbxiiiuite impact in dollars of proposed budget cute. 
_^1: Eliminate caish and ^znxziodities for _8tudents_aboye 185% of poverhr ilevei: 
Eliminate section 4 on all meals {paid free, and reduced), $9.1 miUwn; eluninate 
commoaity^ fot psdd^m u _ _ 

2: tocrease commodity mte for fr^ and r^eed lunch^ to 24 cents, 2.8 m'liion. 

3: Eliminate nutritibh education traihihg [KET], f74,000. 
- - 4> Eliminate sponsor administration ^d lower reimbursement rates for summer 
fe«lmg program: Adminisliratibn, $ 6&,000; lower reimbursement, $200,000. 

5. Eiifflinate special aud\t4n6ney {CCFP), $350,000. 

6: Enact a means test for family car© homes, $12.0 millibh. 

7. Ehfflinate SAE carryover, $750,000. 
~ ^tesinate special milk program for children over 130 percent of poverty, 
$o_70,060_._ __ _____ 

9. Total NET loss to Minnesota if proposed legislation is passed, ?:26. 104,000. 



Kansas SrAtE Ds^ARtM^fT of Education, 
- - Topeka, KS, February 24* 1986^ 

Hon. Sob Dol^ _ _ _ _ 

Dear Senator Doee: i-ifter reading the President's budget for 1987, I am cbh- 
cemed about Ihe^cuts proposed for the Child Nutritibh Pn^rams and the impact 
these cuts wQuldiiave in i^msas. 

The Child NiitritionJ*n^rams were established to safei^uard the health and well- 
TOing of our Jiation's diiioren; The proMi^ have been suascasfuLin cuxomplishihg 
this^oaiL hiOTever^Jbhe^riminiBtratioffa proposal to cut $775 millibh woUld 

severely dsgmsgelhe basic ibum 

The m^opty_Qf_ this crot. would :b^ ac^eved by eliminating reimbursement for 
^a;d meU8_ in the^NationaL School Lunch I^t^am. This reimbux^ment comes 
from two source: Section 4 ^nd^ commodity &ssistance, or cash in lieu bf cbzn- 
moditiM for Kansas. Based. 0n^JiB4-^5 participation rat«i, a budget cut of this mag- 
ISi^S^^.''^^^^^ reduce fedei*al funding for Kansas Child Nutrition Programs by over 
$7i6 million. __: _ : :: 

_ Since the ramprit^L of schools serve a^i^ percentage of paid meals (in 

Qptober, 1985, 68 percent of the _8chooLlunch«^werejserved to students in the paid 
fategqiy), distncte would drpp the pn^jmQL_because^tiieLadminiBtrative r^ponsibil- 
i^ios would outveigh the fmjmc are 
te^mated, all children ir; the comniunity. would Jo^'5lhe_nutritiQnal:benefits. 

?5f_ budget propo^ rehash of iJi&_8a43e^prQpQaalflL which were tiior- 

oughly researched and debated last year. These propofc:«ds were rejected in 1986 be- 
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cause they would_have devastated child riutntioh prbgrams. I ^rge ycu to bhce 
akaih support these proven eff^ive programs and support good nutrition for all 
children^ 

be^of assistance or can provide additional ihformatibri in the future, 
please feel free to contact me. 

Sincerely, _ __ 

Rita A. Hamman, 

_ _ _ -C^recfor, School Food Service. 

Chairman Hawkins. Thaak you. Mr. Ed Coon^. 



TESTIMONY OF ED COONEY> ACTING EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, 
FOOD RESEARCH AND ACTION CENTER 

Mr. CooNEY. Thank you, Mr, Chairman^jTiank you for the op- 
pbrtimiiy for testi§dng TOfore thfecoi^^ _ : i 

I would also^Uke to share the view that your leadership on ItR. 
7^ along with ItepresentatiAre_Gopdlm JUGi<i_the_bther_IIo^^ confer- 
ees, has b^n very important to the nutrition community^. I also 
wanted^tp assure you .tnatAhe _e^ work- 
ing 4» get the tentative agreements that have been set forth in the 
conference j-e|K)rt by Senate conferees. 

Chairman Hawkins. Mr. Cooney, for yowr mformatibn, we are 
s^king thAt.iAs chairpe^^ the conference committee, I have 
tried to interest Mr. Helms,^ the Senate vice chairman, in trjnng to 
come-back mto^e^^ 

we have absolutely no increase whatsoever, no adjustments; and we 
feel that the reiju _ 

So those of you who may have much more influence with the 
Senator and some of the other conferees on that side of the4;aMe,-I 
wo^d ask you to use it; because we are finding it extremely diffi- 
cult to try to reconcile or to compromise any further than what we 
already have done. We think we've been reasonable, but we can't 
be ridiculous. _ _ 

Mr. CbONEY. We are in close contact with the distinguished 
chairman of the Senate ^i^riciilture^ Committee,^ and it has been 
our experience that consistency of effort is something that pa5rs off 
in the end. 

As you fcnowi H3_. 7_is a— some woiU^ 
child nutrition- progranis are a cause of the deficit^ truly an inter- 
^tihg view in Ught of th fact that this tehtative_fi^eemeni which 
you have outlined for us provides $32 million in mcreases above 
current sei^ceSi les^ than a l-J^rcent incre funding. Aiid it's 
the fh^ increase in new fimdmg above current services that we 
have seeii since 1978. _ _j: _ 

As you know. Chairman Perkins would have been ve^ pleased 
with the progress that tou and Mr. Gkxxlling have made on this 
biH, but I think we would also be remiss to Bay that he would also 
point out to us that you better— you should watch «ut fbr what 
they're trying to do to that regular student subsidy, the 25-perceht 
cut. 

I think we should look but, as you pointed but oh the charts 
is the true cause of the deficit. CSuld nutrition 4)rograms- certainly 
are hbt the focus of the deScit br the cause of it. The Joint Eco- 
nomic Committee recently released^a report jw^ch showed some of 
the_£^pwts olfr-or th_e_ causes of jhe deficiti and J3i^_Pbiht out the 
largest increase in deficit is a direct accountinf of the 1981 tax bill 
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which allowed $111 billion in tax lck)pholes, deductions and so 
forth. 

-j-l^^?^^ ^P^^mic growth accounted for $40 billion of our current 
deficit. Increased spending, but not on social JSrogramsj^ t^^ 
on the military budget which has seen a $35 billion increase over 
current servic^, plus an increase in the natidnal debtL are in large 
part r^poMible_for the current deficit which we have seen. 

i.*if C"^f™«^'s favorite chart |K»mts but^ over 30 percent of 
the cMd nutntion was cut in fiscal year i982. The Congres- 

sional Budget Office-ha& estimated that the_ cumulative cut, just be- 
tw^n the years of fiscal year 1982 and fiscal year 1985 is $5.2 bil- 



.M^ Oiairmah, we believe it is tnne for Member of Congr^ to 
s^d up^ and be counted. Are^they going to continue to support 
ade<iuately funded and weH maa^ed child nutrition programs as a 
means of safeguarding the_ health and well-being of the Nation's 
childreii, as envisioned by the original legislation, drndt? 
- Albert Einstein pqint^ OTt that tim^ such as ours, the Gramm- 
Kudman tunes, have always bred defeatism and despaife but there 
remam,^n<meaie among us who believe that man has 

withm him the capacity to meet and overcome Jhe greatest chal- 
len^s of this time. If ^^^^ want to avoid defeat^ we must know the 
truth and be courageous enough to act igwh it. If we get to know 
the tnith and have the courage, we need not despair. 

Mr. eSiairman, the truth is that the elimihatibh of the Federal 
subsidy to schools amd child care sponsora will not cure the deficit. 
It wdi adveisely affect the nutritibh bi pbbr children, and it wiH 
cn^le severely the ability of schools and^hild care s^niSqrs to g|h 
erate some of the programs which we believe have been the most 
su^qpssful demonstratwn of the Federal effort in the last_40_yems. 
There are reaisons^hy Congress did not cut child nutrition pro- 
Ab^V^' As_^any people in this room will recaU^ the fiscal 
year 1986 budget resolution has no cut in it for child nutrition. It 
did r^ect these same cuts which were prcnwsed last year in the 
President s budget 

Bear in mind that there were only ^bjgrbgrams in the entire 
budgfet resolutira ttiat had increases in soending. One was child 
nutntion, and one was food stamps. And that's because bf the lead- 
^lup that BiU Gray and George ftfiHer and some of our friends on 
the Senate side had for us. ^ 

&me oX bw fnends in the past did^ not help us as 

much as we thought they should Ipt year in the Senate and, as a 
r^mt pf thatj Senator Hawkins came forth with an amendment to 
eliimmte child nutrition cuts which passed 60 to 38. The only 
gnendment on the Senate bucfeet resolution that passed was the 
llawiaira amendment r^ecting the cuts that are being presented to 
ybii here today by the administration^ 

As^ the^ chairman knows and Mr. Gbbdling knows, after a very 
^t^^^ House fioor^ all the^endirehts which cut 

chricLnutntion pro^^ms were rejected in H.R. 7. And Bill Goodlmg 
a^ Qus Hawkins and other membera of the committee went, to the 
wall for that, despite the fact that the administration exercised 
enbrmbus pressure. 
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Gramm-Rudman, an ill conceived piece of legislation, in my opin- 
idn^ did have one positive feature to^ it 

certain programs. Not enough programs, but child nutrition pro- 
grams were among those exempted from Grmnm-Rudm£unv The 
reason is that membera feel that it is important that we not return 
to 194B and liave a military that is well funded but troops that are 
not---did not h^^ status and stamina to <^erate 

those hi^dy technical machfaies. __ _ 

More specificallyi Mr. Chairman^ we T(^ect_ each and every cut 
that is proposed in the administration's budget here. Bat more spe- 
cifically, we have objedioxis to the means test in the family day 
care for the^QiM ■ _^ _ _ 

We're concerned that on this vei^ underfunded program, that 
paren^ts and jprovi in^the same neighl^ilibod and 

attend a- family ds^r care center right where iSey- live— there's 
going to be a pro1?lem with cbnfidehtiality, because they are going 
to have to report their income, probably to their umbrella sponsor. 
But that umbrella sponsor is going to be sending back reimbuxse- 
ments to that fsmily da^^ and they are going to know 

that Johnny had, you know, a certain subsidy, and Jane gets an- 
other one. 

As Dr. Karen jEIill-Scott testified befbre this committee last year, 
"in most institutional setting, where there's a Federal subsidy, the 
infgiroatiqn * * _*'' you knqw^ coU^ing of infoiroatira 
like a school and an. individual as opposed to a provider or a spon- 
sor and a parent. She feels that this kind, of cbllectidn data will 
have a chilling effect on the parent's capacity 4;o participate in this 
program, and they may opt for a different child care arrangement. 

-^80 we heard the that they jure yeiy c^^ 

cemed about reducing paper woii. Wefl^^ we would agree with 
them in this igyst^^ means test in fwnUy day care will 

simply add to that particular level of paper work which they are 
very much concerned in getting rid of . 

It will also act as a barrier to participation in the program. We 
believe that accessible, affordable and quality child care will be im- 
possiWe if the mea^ ^i : n 

tet's take a look, at society aait exista today. In 1947, 19 percent 
of women wth ch^ under 18 were in the. work force. By 19^^ 
that percent^e had climbed tq 60 percent. Sixty percent of the 
women with children under 18 are in the work force today. 

By 1990 it is jsrojected that 50 pei oent of all preschool children or 
11.5 million children — their motliers will be in the labor force. 
Sixty ^reent of the mpthezf of school age children ^Ujion 
fids will have their mothers worHngf. is there going to be accessi- 
ble, affordable, quality child care? We do hot believe so. And bur 
belief is shared by a rather large number of people. 

The Northeast child nutrition directors and their staffs that 
wm^ked on the Child Care F\>od Program presented a report to this 
committee a couple of years ago wKdi stated that the fbcwi pro 
gjam in itB_prpent fo J>rc^uced aii important^ 

that reinforced their strong support of CCFIP. It makes child care 
affordable. 
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511e cuiTCht met^^ level of funding has enabled the child 

care food progz^ to have a pcMiitive impact on many children and 
famiUeB inyblye^^ care. That's only one aspect. 

The AST Btudy which the administration frequently quotes i>ut 
not in this ligLhti Smd that chil^ who participate in the Ghild 
Gare Food ProgTmn h^e a higher quality meal served to them 
^b^y? : th<»e c^ that participate in other child care arrange- 
ments, or in no child care- arrangements. 

AJfi^, the^^^^ provide two things which 

are very important to members ofthis committee, whether they be 
Repubhca^, yber£d,_OT c^nroi^ the only 

way to ensure that the public's jmoney is well spent. It requires the 
providers to be licensed. That Js an importaht feature of the pro- 
gram, and without GCTP we woirid be faced with thousands and 
thousands of low income famOy day care j^ro^^ care 
in ah unlicensed setting, ^^di is not a very sm art national pcdi^. 

In tenns^of jtndm the program, CCFP ^»uir(^ that tb^ 
homes be visited two or three times a year to mcuce sure that the 

quaUty of care is^yeUlable. _ _ ^ 

14 short, we believe that the means teat is unnec^sary, impracti- 
cal md harmflil; and it will not acGqm|»Ush o^^ive of the ad- 
nunistratiph. Tlieir ol>jt©ctive is to ensure that low-income parents 
pOTticipate in the family day care part of the Child Care Food Pro- 
gram^ m^itiiUhjs a means test will not be helpful in ttett li^it. 

There are a few- other program cuts that we would like to just 
^int put_ to you^ Mr. Chairman, because we do have differences 
with the ^(fanmistration on this, 
T^ie _£idpinkt_ration ftequehtly uses the word, and the advoca<gr 



apprdxuhately,^ITie word approximately can be fairly harmful to 
you if you participate inJ;he Special Supplemental Food Program 
for Wdmenj Infents Mid 

The Department says that they serve "approximately" 3 million 
participants, and that their budget is a current services budget. No 
one will be harmed, it is ourjmderstan^ung that currently approxi- 
mately 3.3 milUdh childreh — women, infants, and cliildren partici- 
pate in the WIG Program. _ 

Under the current seryicp_^timate presented, the Depart- 
ment, we would lose the benefita for 30,000 currently participating 
low-income women, infants, and children. &) the word approxi- 
mately has great significance here. 

On the JSummer Food Progrjam, the jDepartment makes the^ cJiiim 
that^local__spoiisora will do the program wi^out administrative 
fonds. They also make a claim, which oLl the surfa^ seems_toL be 
legitimate> which is that they want to have the same reimburse- 
ment for a school lunch as they do for a summer lunch. __ _ 
WeUi tbey^^jure yei^^ different kind of programs. 3Tie Summer 
Lunch Program, as you know, operates for 6 to 8 weeks during the 
summer. It ha^ to hire janitors 

toriiig the s^mer ^en some schools are not op5n, and so forth. 
TherejEU'e sites thatjire spread out _aU over the city whicH involve 
higher transportation costs and so forth. These are services provid- 
ed^ by many communis organization some scHool^ and some 
cities oh a voluntary basis. They attract a large number of people. 
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If you now^turn around to them and tell them ^du ate cutting 
their reimbursement by $21 miUion and you are catting, you know, 
Ick:^ administration, ^'ou wiU fincLthat you wiU^n^ 
tion ]^ these sponsors in the Summer Food Program. Remember, 
we l<®t ^JW^OOO chilto in fia^_^e^ 1982 whra 
vate nonprofit sponsors, the community action s^encies and other 
such groups^ J -_ 

Wb currBntly only serve leasiihan 2 n^lion^ children out of ii.5 
mUUon^chiUiren that receive a free and reduced-price lunch during 
the summer.- - - _ _ _ 

L_In__^nclu8i6n, there are two smaUer 4)ri^ains which we think 
are very, veiy important^ We-share Congressman GtmdexBon's con- 
cem about the Special Milk Etigram, It is ah inportaht program. 
3he USDA^ponsored 4-year, %A million study^ wWch is called the 
National Evaluation of School Nutntioh Prc^ams, showed rather 
dramatically that milk has a substantial and positive effect on chil- 
dren's diets. 

We also O]^^ the cut in tile Nutn^^^ ^uMtKm_mid Ti-ai^^ 
Program. When the President said he was preserving a safety net, 
we assumed^ that that net was t^ie Nutrition K[ucati^^^ j^d l^ain- 
ing Progrmn. We think ttot it the only program ttot provid^ 
nutrition ed^ to g^ool children^^^ the other prch 
gram that provides nutrition education to f^^iiies. lliat's b^g 
zeiwd out ^ well in the Agriculture Committee. We're opposed to 
both of those. 

We are also opposed to the cuts that are hot listed in the USDA 
bud^t summaiyr which are substantial. For esompre, the teimina- 
tibh of Federal administration of child care food prcgrams in States 
that do not have a State law pi^libiting such adnimistration. It is 
not in the USBA budget summary^but it is in the budget language 
which they are ^endto 

They are also incdrpbrating a new twist this year. Iliat new 
twist is ttet the private se^ lubstitu^I in tx> adminis^^ 

child nutrition programs^ you know, if a State has a State law pro- 
hibiting^ tiein doing that. USDA i^ill no longer administer these 
programs. 

Now ^e're talking about programs in^9 programs in ChUdCMe 
Food Program in B States, 2i Stat^ in the Summer Food Program, 

maiiy^tates administer the j^rivate schppl luiujh program 

_ I am not— I m^an, I know that there's tentative agreement in 
H-R'_j[ to sort of test out this a pUot prcgect. We hay^^ 

objection to that. We do raise the issue, though, as a policy matter, 
dp we waht a for profit cohcerh that has: items in addition, to the 
children's faeaith and nutrition status administering thrae pro- 
grams all across the cbuhtiy? We have substantial rt^rvatiohs for 

that. 

_y7e share AFSFA's views oh the c»sh and coramodity subsidy for 
lunchr breakfast and chiid. care; and we have some concerns ^t)out 
the jubstitution of <»rhmodities for cash. 

My ccdie^ue, Charlie Hughes who will lie testifying in some^ of 
these matters but— I know Charlie well^ and as fond as he is of Pat 
Caidwell^heJs^not going to be paying her in butter and cheese. She 
wants cash. Schools do heed cash. 
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_ We also heard a rumbr that the severe need rate in school break- 
frat, which only goes to poor children^ is bein^el^ I would 

request the cominittee look into that, because that is a— I just 
heard that on the way in this morning, and that's worth looking 
into. 

in conclusion, we would just simply argue that well financed and 
well managed chil^ hutritioh programs are the mechanism to 
ensure the nutrition «id health status of chUdreh^ The statute in 
1946_was gmte clear. We 

Let ira fece the truth and look to the future and r^ect these ill 
cbnceiyed bu^ cuts. 

IhEoik you, Mr. Ca^ 

[The prepared statement of Edward M. Gooney follows:] 

Teotimony of Edward M. Cooney, Acting Execdtive Director, Food Research 
_ AND Action Center 

.QhBirm^ for the opportunity of printing this tcstimohy before 

gus distinguished committee: This testimony was prepared by the staff of the Food 
Research Bnd ActioirXJenter along with to thougttfUl assistance of one of the ha- 
gpns l^ding^uthorities oniclififd care, Helen Blank, Director, Child Care and 
Family Support fbrJthe.Caiildreii's Defense Fond The testimony also reflects the 
Views of the 200 jnembersjsf the Child Care Food Pr<&ram Sponsors Forum, which 
i? a national child nutritioniadvocacy network fbr fanifly day care, arid the National 
Anti-Hunger Coalilion, a group of low-income participants arid their allies in the 

fight against hunger. i ii 

We believe that_19S6^should_be the year when members of Congress make ^ stated 
ment to the American people. ThBLt statement should include the follbwirig ele^ 

ments: :i_ :i ::_ 

l^ncit redu(^ion ia^ serious national concerns _ _ _ 

Deficit increases are laigely^d^ tax code charier enacted throUgh^the Eco^ 

npnuc Recpvenr A^^^ be $111 bifiion by the Joint Ecbhbmic 

Coniniitteel. Tnus mcreasein^the deficit proN^ded enhanced wealth for some individ- 
uals and cpwrations^ expenditures arid bt'ier tax 
IpophplM. Also, according. to_ the Joi^ Committee, slower thari predicted 
eronprnic growth accounts, for $40 bilUon deficit: Another factor was a riet 
??5^^^^^»fl?^"x^^^^^^ of interest paymerita ori the riatibrial 
deptJI?! bulipn) and_the_defense_buildup ($35 billion) offset by a $38 billibri cUt in 
dom^c spendl^ the Joini; Economic Cominittee fburid that $34 bil- 
hon of the deficit was the result of pre-1981 budget policy: 

, Deficit reduction should not be placed upon the backs of poor womeri arid chil- 
dren. 

_ in short, Mr. Oiaiman totality all ^ the Admin- 

istration s FY 1987 cM^ Committee should reject these 

cuts in nutrition programs because thexJU^ not the cause of the deficit; they have 
already sustamed cumulative cuts_of over_$5 biUion^ between FY 1982 and FY 1985 
according to tlw Cpngi^ Budget OMce;i .and Congr^s decisively rejected the 
bulk ;of thMeyeiy same cute in the^f^ 

It time for membi^re p^^ they going to 

I'^PJ^r^ f^^^^tyrund^ and weU-managed cj^^ tomfegaardc 
the health ami well beirmof the natw^^ statBment Zif 

r^^ N^ipnql School Act of 1^4$ and Child NutHtion Act ofi$€€ 

Albert Einstem once pointed _out: _ 
Tiriiefr such as bura have always bred defeatism and despair^ JButlhere: remain, 
ribrietheless, some JFew ambrg us who believe man has wiffiin him the: capacity to 
m^t arid bvercbriie even the greatest challenges of this tim_e. If_w_e wantjto^avoid 
defeat, we must wish ta fcnbw the truth and be courageous enoughJo act upon it. if 
weget to kribw the truth and have the courage, we need not despair^ 
, Tlwre are reasons why Cbngr hs authored legislation and the .Pr^ident signed 
l^islatiori exeriipting f*hild^ riutritibn -jprograms from Gramm-Ruinan-HollSM. 
There are reasbriis why .ho Hav/kins (R-Fla.) amendment to the Senate Budget R«so- 



^ *_Sto Mgor Legislative Changes in Human Resoarces Prograiiw Since Janiiaiy 1981, CBO 
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lutibn eliminating yei^ same cuts passed by_ a 3.0^38 vote. There are reasons 
why all budgot cutting tmaendmente to _HR^ in 
tHe last se^ipn. Let us get to know the truth and have the courage to act on it . . . 

yet once again, : 

TKie tru^ is J4^t the eUmlnadon pf _theiederal_subsidy__to_schook and.cbUd.care 
sponsois. wiiL:_ not ^ure ibe.^eficit; aduerssl^ affect the_iiutritiDn_ of_ poor, children; 
and c^^^^ei^g;^^ the ability oLsdiook andj^ to operate :¥hat we 

believe to be some of this nation's most successful programs. 



I. CUTS IN THE CHILD CARE FOOD PROGRJUl 

More specifically, we oppose the institut idii o f a means test in the family day (^ir& 
portion of the Child Care Fbod Pribram (CCFP). In ^e final anplysis, it is our belief 
tort^fe wer low-income children wiu be participatinjBf in the family dky care part of 
CCFP after the introductidn. of a means t^t than under the current pzt^gram. The 
implemetxtatioit of a means t€^ for children in family ^y care pcuiicipaSng in the 
Child Caxg- Fodd Pn^ram would ri^ult in the virtual eliiriinatddh df faHiily 4ky care 
from CCFP. This is so because a means test wdtild pr^ht substantial confidential- 
ity problems between the cliild care provider and pfii^ht and caiise many parents to 
seek dther child care anrangements. Cdhfidehtialify of |»reht income infdrmatibh is 
an extremely sensitive i^ue iii a ihfi>rmal family da;^ care home setting in which 
the provider and parents often are fiiehds isuid five in the^ame neighborhood.^ 
pointed dut in testimdny^ before this cdiximittee last ye^by^^^Kcu^h HiU-Sk^ Ed. 
D., Executive Director df Costal Stairs^ Inc. in biglewdod, California, "in most insti- 
tutidnlEd settings, where a Federal subsidy is apjplied^^ere is a^ separation between 
those who cbltebt the income infoziiiatioh and those who serve "t^e food. The privacy 
i^d dignity of the individual is preserved because, ihr the final ana^is, all partici- 
pant eat the same me£^ and the cook doesn't ^dw thedifferehce between one par- 
ticipant and another." ihren pr^^ the umbr^la sponsor will^cc^ect^sux^ 
datiu cdhfidehtiahty will still -be blunted dnce the prcrvider will receive difierehtial 
rates of reimburaement for difiei:entc^ — 

A second reason li^ ihobme ch^ cuLversely^ from the implementa- 

tion df a means test is b^i^aiise it would impose such a paperwork bui^n^hat it will 
drive small inner city and rural sponsors out of the Child Care Food Prc^am. 
Ihcbme eligibility cntena wiU jrequire Income certification of ^ousands of fanulies 
annually. This_proce8s increases dramaticcdly the level of paperwork for sponsors, 
which are offered no increase in administratiy e fund^ to cover these tasks; 

The implementation of a means test in CCFP would make accessible, ^ordable 
and qufOity chilcicaxe unavailaMe to thousands oT low-income working parents. In a 
statement endorsed by 7 Northeastern State Directors of Child Nutrition and their 
Child Cture Food Progr ^HPoo rdinators, it was stated tiiat: _ _ _ 

-'TOe food program (C^FP), in its present form^has produced an im portant spin^ 
off benefit tlmt reinforces our strbxig support. The availabUiiy of CCFP funds have 
ehsUbled many^proyic^^ to remain in operation and to keep their fees at_ah afford- 
able \eveL*The accessibility of affoniable day care has freed many families from low 
income status. » the cumht method and level fLLnding that has enabled the 
OCFPio Tidve swehni posiUveinwact on so many children awl familiar involved with 
/a/mg^ iio^ com " [Emphsais 

llie Child Ceure Fxxl Program alBO provides childre n i^ th substantial nutritional 
benefit. A ^n^or finding of the ABT study was that CCFP partidpahts are provided 
si^iificantiy greater variety in the types of food used for all meals and shacks and 
th e mea l QuaSty is high. 

UU^'F also helps to insure quality child care by <»refuUy monitoring all partid- 
patihg^hbmes two to three times per year.^ith increa9ed_n_uinberB of women enter- 
ing the ^mily day cara^prof^sion but fewer dollars^ and less staff available to moni- 
tor hdm^, the visits made sensors tothe hom^ ara ah important way of assur- 
mg-hagher standards^ llie trainihg ahd technical assistance made av£iilable through 
UUJ^V also assists ih keepih^ stahdards high^ 

PerlmfNs the single most important feature j>f the Child Care Food Px^gram is that 
it is the one ovemdihg factor that encourages (^dj>ro^ddersto_becbme licensed. As 
pointed _out by Dr. Scott, the license is the only stanc^ird we have for child protec- 
tion. It is the only public_ way parents can find childcara^ and it is the only mecha- 
nism the ^yernment has for collectihg tax revenues from this segment of the day 
care iiidiistiy. - _ _ _ _ _ 

The federal financial committment to accessible afiordable quality chOd care fbr 
lew-ihcdme families is already veiy limited. The largest source j)f these funds is the 
Title XX Social Services Block Grant which was cut by 2l percent in 1981. Apprbxi- 
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fflateiy 15 percent of the^$2.7 billion Sbcial^Services Block Grant is utilized for child 
care: Howieveiv most of tiiese fimds ^ire used in child care centers, not in ffmily, d^ 
care^ homes. The^CJhild Care Food Program is the mc^'or source of federal support 

available to family^ day care. 

In 1985, 24 states were serving fewer children \S_th iStle XX funds than in 1981: If 
inflation is factored in, 35 stat^ are spending less Title XX money than in 1981: 

Who needs care and _who participates in CCFP? 

The importance of faznily day care to our child care system is significant as is the 
influence of Child Care Food Program on the quality and availability of family day 
care * _ _ _ _ 

pver 50 percent of American pyidren^ are cared fbr in: family day care^ including 
the medority of infants and toddlers. There are very limit ed slots available for in- 
fante in child wire^centers because of the eartremely hi^ cost of infknt care. 

Families muslJiave child care. Women work because of economic iiecessity, and 
almi^toneiniive families is headed by a^ingle womait The average female head of 
household had an income of 1^ than $9,000 in 1982. Two-tturds of women who 
woi^ are sin^e, widowed, separated, divdrc^ or have husbands who earn less than 
$15,000 a year: _ 

Family day <»re providers work 12 to 14 hour days with little if any relief. Unlike 
centers they caJMerve parehte who work different shifts or odd hours because pro- 
viders are more flexible. ^ 

Family day care provides ah income for many women who_ would otherwise be de- 
^ndent on APpC, Mjweli as jiMd care ibr molher^^^ they can be self-suffi- 

<4ent. FMiily day caTe__proyider8zare: predominantly low-income women. Ei^ty- 
8even_per(^nt eamjbelow the minimum wage. _ 
. Hardworking families utilize fteiily day care: The National Day Care Home 
Study found that tiie income of parents using faniily day care was $12,000 to 
$15,000. A study conducted by the Kortheast Child Nutritibh Directora found that 
69 percent of the children enrolled in family day care and using the Child Care 
Food program were from blue collar families. 



n. CUTS IN OTHER CHILD NUTEITION PROGRAMS 

A. Tlie National ^hool Lunch 

-C^^ strongly oppose the elimihajibn of cash and cbmmbditi^ for meals served to 
children in the School Liihch, Breakfast and Child Care Food Prc^ram whwe family 
incomes exceed 185% of poverty. ___ 

TOe American School Food Service Associatioji estimate conservatively that be- 
schools and J_toJ_miUion idiildren will drop out of the school 
nutrition j>r<^ams a tibraiy of Congrras study 

ASFSA hM stete^^ asmany as: 40,^000 schools jnay be "at risk" of dropping out 
of the ?*Iational__Sch^ Iteough FY 1982, 2,000 schools and 3 mil- 

hc^n children dropped out of the School tonch VrogrBm and after an 11-ceht cut in 
this sul^idy^ Part of the reason is economic. _ . _ 

_ Why do^hoob and children withdraw frein^in^aiM designed to "safeguard the 
health and well-being of the iiation*^ diildreh."? * 

Schools rely on ttie federal su^dy for sH students (including^ subsidi^ for moder- 
ate income ^Udenfe: paid meals) to pay for the general infrastructure of the pro- 
gram, including the cost of equipment and lahor. lie. subsidy for paid meals helps 
^®_^®^P.^^. I^_P®. ™P<^f '*fi^i^.c^ pay for scRooL meals JpWj the^ 

ing tiiem in the program. Simple _economic8_telis_yi_ that thejsiore chUdren_who4)ar- 
ticipate in school lunch, the Jpwer tJie4)er_meaLi»st. USDAstudi® indicate that for 
every 1 c«nt increase m price j^^ schools can expect a 1% drop in paid 

meal partidpation. llerej_a_25_cent (cash and commodity) cut means about a 20% 
tkPP inlaid meal_p£aticipation. With such a sulstantial drop in reimbti»ement, 
some schools^iparticulariy schools with high percentages of paid meals, might decide 
that the_pn^am is no longer economicidly feasible. This is particularly true in 
rural and: suburban schools, whose school boards are relud^t to increase local 
taxes for a f^eral program when education programs are being slashed across the 
board: Reagan Administratibh's bud^t \^1 force many 1<^ school boards to 
disr^ard the link between nutritibh and lecunihg. Can a hungry child learn? 



* Statement of Purpose, National School Lunch Act of 1946, Section 2. 
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S,iThe Special Supplemented Food Program for Women, Infants and Children (WIC) 
^arly 30,000 wbineh>^ in^ints and ^hildreh would have to be removed frbm^tbe 
W1(J pFogram due to the inadequate luhdingr^^ of the admihistratioh for F.Y. 
1987. There are approxunately 6 miUibh unseized potentiaUy eligU>Ie p^^ 
A recent study^ fimded by Congress cmd byerseeh by I^DA,^bwed clear eWdehce 
tiiat WKI was a cost-eS^ive program since program benefits help reduce late feted 
deaths and also have been e^own^to have^a sij^oificaht impact on increased birth- 
weights. Yet many clinics have reported waiting lists bf chehts across tiie cbuh^. 

C The Summer Food Servix jRrc^rom for Children 

Iliere is a $21 million cat in tibds program through t^e elimination of ^e special 
per meal administrative reindborsement rata and the modification of the general 
per mean reimbursement: "Ms transfer of cost fiom the federal government to local 
sponsors m^ fbrce some sponsors to leave the prc^sm and thereby deny meals to 
Deedy children, fhera is a rational basiajfor: (nfferent rate stractaresiin-Summer 
Food and School Limch programs. ifheicostsLfiir- p repar ing jand -t ransporting iundia 
ibr a summer : program . of £-8: weeks are simply higher. lUnlike: tiie. Sc^iool iomdi 
Procram, serveam a: school cafeteria. :Summer nx^ cites can beispread over sevo^ 
neigfaborlioods.^ibfaintenance costs tendloLbahigheE during t^e:summer_ when^ many 
schools. axazusuaUy cloeediand jamtorsifaave to be Jnredf at: higher Tates io lopen 
school fncititifls fbruBft hy ^niTTiTner food BponaorB: SnmmBr Food CQSts^ if itocumented 
should: bei zeimbarBediatr correntiy allamdili^Jevels. ^Also, Jtfae elimination, of reim- 
bursement for administration should be rejected as a cut since local sponsors need 

this ftmding:aa an incentive for ^qieratins^aprogram.^ :i __ 

i We did: losa 500^000 diildren^ oir^d^ otbudget cuts ii]LFY_1982.£lurrently,.lc^ 

than 2jnillion.i>fihe_ll^ million children .who receive ^J&ee_or_TeduoBd-pri(» lunch 

for d_months_Qf the^ear^j:^:eiKe_that_lunchduring_tiie_summer^SiiiceJ^ stud? 

i<^shaw_that_a_8ChoolAunch:may_prQvide^many_poQr_^blldcen_wit^ 

onejthird tQ on&_half^f .their iotal^aily nutrient intake, we believe tiiat this pro- 

gram_^hDuldi>e_expanided^ot cutback. i 

_ Current USDA rt^^ulation&i^equirej&hatjQKmsor^ be disaUowedlederal reimburse- 
ment Jbr.an^ .''second. lunches_wbich_exc^5d_2% of Junch^ served, even_ though 
8pon80c8_ha¥e_a meal plan limiting^aecoiad lunch^^ While_^aaifl jiot a. direct budget 
cut^jt wULh&ve tiie effect of reducing &nds^vailableibr sponsors. It is jB^^solutely 
astonishingjthst the JeveL of _nati_onaLscrutiny_on_ secojidJjinch««_foiLxieedx imer 
cit^ chUdren_at a_summer feedi^ to be greater than any such over- 

sight of the military budget on tax loopholes. 

D. TTpe Nutrition, E^^ 

In: spite nf its_mall budget, NET has a large impact for a very small- inv^ment: 
By 1980; the NET program was: operating in 52 stat^ and territories and had 
r^hed over 5,700,0o0 students, 212,000 teachers and 104,000 food service personn^ 
with nutrition education information. Currently the pn^ram is funded at $5 million 
and is the nation's only federal program for nutrition ^ucatidn for school children: 

IS. Special Milk I^ffram 

We oppose the eliminatibn of the Sp^^ Milk Pr^am for children over 130% bf 
poverty. The USDA administered 4 year, $4 millibn National Evaluation of ScJwol 
Nutrition I^grams, reported that the provisibn bf milk had a substantial and posi- 
tive effect oh children's diets. 



i. Termination of Feieral Administration of Child Nutrition Programs 

: In its budget l^xslatidn, USDA intends to strike tiie language that require ttiB 
Department to administer any chOd nutntidn program where a state has returned 
or turned back" its rf^t to administer the program. In ^sence; USDA ia saying 
that if the state is onwnluij^ to. administer a child nutrition pfo«rsm; the USDA will 
notadminiBter it eitlier. UsDA will;-however; contract out sudi administration ibr 
states: that have a statei law which "prohibits" state: administration; e.g: Alcdbama 
law.doffl not_allow:ti[e State Department x}f: Education to sdnmnst^: school lunch 
funds. for_ private schQoiB.LUSDA willi"amtracti)ut" the: administration, of the prir 
vate_iiector^ This provision,, if _ enacte d, wo uld affect ^uch .static _ as: New: lYorliL and 
C>r^on»:which do_not operate eitlier QCFP or Snmmer Food, and eglifornia, KanflOfl, 
Michigmu. Minnesota,^ Alaska^ North X^ota.and_Wyoming,_ which. do_notjadmini8ter 
the_Summer Food Prt^r^osuJTh^ stat^_do not Imve state JLaws prohibiting state 
actoinislTatipn of_child_nutri^^ &re very^j?nceraed about what 

could happen to the nutritional status of children in pixigrams in these states if the 
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private 8e<rt»r,^_m^^ by profit rather than nutrition and health, provided all 

nutrition services. 

Su^iiut^n of CommoditU^ for Cash in Section 4 of tHe Naiiondl School Lunch 
Program ;_ 

underataiiding that Ua5 A is currently proposing^ to eliminate 12 cents in 
S2?* for and reduced-price meals and substitute 12 cents_wortb_of commoditira. 
This swap of commodities for cash is recommended J^LlJgDAjia a way to help 
&rmer8 and i^uce exc^ commodities. The "swap" does raiseicertain policy issues. 
Tor example, some large urbcm school districts have indicated that having part of 
schbbt lunch reimbursement in cash lielps withiflexibility in menu planning: 
They can buy what they ne«i when tti^^ money to 

pi^^Pprt and easily pay lrfx)r ccsts in commdd- 

Conmaodities are a vital support system for school tach bat some cash is nec- 
essary as well. 



CONCLUSION 

_ .Children iU3B:our_hope forthe future. Well-financed and weltmanag^ child nutri- 
tion prc^rams are the mechanism to insure their nutrition and^ health status. Let us 
face the trutti, look to their future and reje<^ these ill-cbriceived budget cuts. 

Piautnan HAwgnsrs^ Thank you Mr. Cooney. Ite Snat^ntness is 
Mn^^ariie Hu^es, ^aresident of Local 372, American Federatibh 
of Statej, Cklunty> and Municipal Employees. 

Mr. Hu^ias, we again welcome you before the committee, and 
look forward to your testimony. 

TESTIMONY OF CHARLIE HUGHES^ PRESIDENT,^ LOeAL ^72, 
ASiERieAJ^ FEDERATION OF STATE, COUNTY, AND MUNICIPAL 
EMPLOYEES 

Mr Hughes: Thank you, Mr. Chairmmi^ 

Good mp this subcommit- 

tee, ijwant to especiaUy Mint out that our good Cbhgr(^man from 
the 12th Cohgressibnal District and the great burrough of Broofe 
bi^ Congreiasmsui Owe^^ oh behalf of the American 

Federation of State^ ebunt3r, and Municipal Employees of District 
Coxincil 37 in New Yprk^ 

I want to say, Mr. Ohairman, that J will be assisted by the assist- 
ant^division dire^itor bfihe Schools Division of District BoxmciLSt, 
Ai^ME, Patricia eaidweU,^d-the division director, Thomas Jen- 
nings, and Ms. Diane Burke from our International AFSC&E 
omce. _ _ _ _ 

^ I am alo) Local 372. I'm ffie cfamraan of the 

American Federation of estate, Coun^, and Municii)al_Em of 
the^hOTlMiplQyeM a^ committee vdnch represente 150,000 
roembers throughout th^e United States of America. Our uhibn is 
^ largest_umra in the ^Nation's largest School Lunch 

Progi^Ei in terms of student p£ui;icipatidh and employees.__Dh an 
average day bur members serve about 556,000 breakfasts and 
lunches. 

_ It is alwa^aa pnyilege for ine to testify before this committee; 
During the many yeare I have done so, I have teen truly impressed 
by your seMitivi^ ^_d commitment for our Nation's children and, 
more particuiariy^ to your steadfast supjwrt for the _Natibh3 
&hoolTJimch^^^^ program has a greater impact on 

enhancing children's ability ta thrive in educatibnal settinp and 
on improving the quality bf their lives. 
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AFSeSffi has stood stauncfily beside you since the Jirc^am was 
launched in _1946._ We have worked with you as you strove succ^ 
fiiUy to develop the National School Lunch Program as a m^Qjf 
bulwark m ^rpt^in^ the schoolchildren of our Jerad against the 
rov^es of hunger and malhutritioh. EspeciaUy during: the j) 
yeaigi we have offered and given you our support as you were 
forced to desi with draconian proposeOs that were ihtehaed to gut 
the program^ _ - . 

life. 6haiman^ Fm afraid that, ohce againj we need to :circle_the 
wagSms. Once again, the administration's fiscal yeai^iSST budget 
proposes to jeopardize the heart and _substaiK?e o^^ b^ 
eUmumting sed^idn 4 Federal sulraidira to sdifiill pay students. This 
unseemly and unwise action woidd. reduce, FSieral_eg)enditUi^ in 
the order of $721 million. It would also destroy the program. 

1 submit that this Nation wrmot 
to be paid in terms of human deprivation if this were permitted to 
take place. _ 

Tl:^ committee was confronted with the same requ^t last year. 
We are grateful to you for the marmer in wW^ and 
unwavering ^d rejected ^AFS(SV^^i^^ you to do so again. 

I realize there's a big diffl^rence betwron last year and this year: 
It's called Gramm-Rudman^ But even un^r this highly cohtrover- 
sial deficit reduction mechanism^ the Congress has recognized and 
made clear that child nutrition programs have suffered endi^h 
from past reductddh in Federal _sup|^^ that because of their 
importance to our Nation's cWldren they are to be protected 
against the triggering df automatic Jjudg^ It is appar- 

ent that the administration still^Kmi't gotten the rn^*<«age. i_ 

The record df this hearing needs to inake clear precisely wh^ 
wiU happen to the National School tunch Program if Federal sub- 
sidies unddr sectJdn 4 are_curt»ile^ _ _ 

The^ National School iunch Program is ah example df democracy 
in action. It is design^ as it shdmd be, for all children, regEodless 
of economic circumstances. Qiildren in middle-class ihcdme_ ^d 
upper-income ffi^^ free ride. They are required, de- 

pending on their family's income, to either piay a part or the full 
axhojint of CGit._ _ _ 

Tlie Federal subsidy that is prdvided dhcdurages their partwipa- 
tipn Ig^ ronsiderably reducing the cost that they would otherwise 
have to p£^. Gf the 23 million cluldreh participating m the^ 
granii more than half get free meals because they are poor. There 
are few ^o would deny them this benefit.:. - ^ . * - 

In order for the prograifi^to sur%iye as it mxtst, participation by 
all children is ^sehtSd. This is paiti^^^ Ifi 
which there are substantial numbers of fidl-p£^ studente. 

The elimihatidh df sectidiL A suteidy mUTdrce school districts to 
raise tiie price o£ m^ds for ftdl-pay students. This action wduld 
result in hordes df them ab^doging the prdgram.^^ this hapjpens, 
iK^hools would be compelled to drop out,^ because the program is no 
lohger.^hdmical]' Jtasible. When this occurs, needy chil^en re- 
ceiving ftee iunch^o and part — pay students will no longer have 
acceM to tKepn^gy^^ __ - 

Last year's report by the Gbngressional Research J^ryice oh the 
iinpact of the loss of the section 4 subsidy is equally valid today. Its 
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|nding8_ cbhcluded that between 16,660 and 15,000 sch<x)is would 
drop out of the program and as many as 1 million children would 
lose access fo it. 

^ In my own State of New Ydrk,_the termination of section 4 subsi- 
ay woiua produce disastrous conseqTO^ Over 240,000 children 
would no longer participate. Nearly 38 i»rceht of the State's 1,697 
food authonties WQiad be forced to drop the program, and thou- 
sands of children would be denied access to it^ 
_ My que^wh to the committee is: Can this Nation afford to let 
this happen? Ihe answer must be a resounding "no." 

Li_New York alone it have a net cut of $& million, ap- 
proximately 86^cente for every resident of the ci^ of New York. 

tliat I need not remind this committee that 5 years ago 
the adnmiistration spearJbeaded a m^or attack on the progr^. 
f ederal^ fundint was cut $1 billion by reducmg subsidies and tight= 
enmg ehgibihty^md^yerification requirements.JTie direct resufi of 
toese^actions led 3,006 schTO^ leave the program and more than 
d miUion children were forced out. I belieVe that we must sav as 
raeqmvocaUy M pcwsi^^^ enough is enou^, and that we ought 
to leave well enou^ alone. 

On tehalf of A?^CME's more than 1 imffion members, I call 
-^^li® committee _and Ihe Congress to Ja^guard the integrity 
and fnll implementation of this crucial program. 

I urge youioiontinue the authorization and fiihding of section 4 
subsidy at a fuU level. BejLbnd this, I would Hke to thank tho mem- 
bers oMl^ ^mmittee and particularly those who serve as cbnfer- 
®®? for their work and strong support for that bill. 

_ rthank yoAi for allowing me to appear before ybUi and I ask you 
to help us. ited^I say m the name of the Sod Ahnightjr, that it's 
T^^ t ^ Ihis^admmiatration to understand that, as a man who 
fS. H °f Galilee thousands of years ago and took the 

lunch^gf a cMd and fed a multitude, that we ought to tiy to cany 
on^ttet tradition for the next leaders of tomorrow and the children 
oi toa^ . 

pl^mf^ so very much, and may God bless sdl of you. [Ap- 

_Chairman Hawking, The Chair would like to commend all three 
ot the witnes^s^d also you, fife. Gibson, fbr testimonv before the 
committee. J don t know that any membera of this committee dis- 
d^nS statements that you have made, llie Chair certainly 

__TTie common |eiise that you have advocated in dealing with 
these programs, i think, is pretty WeU clear^ahd it's difBcult even 
to qusstwn you because the problem doesn't lie within this room. 
You ought to certamty underetand that^It's helpfuli I think, that 
the n^s^e you haVeJ)rought to us certainly needs to be under- 
st^ftby many more Americans acroes the c^ 

- Perii^ in this seMipn when w^^ having difficulties trying to 
just^ the r^mmendationsrf this committee, which we made last 
week to l^e Budget ComMttee^^^ to foUow th^e recommen- 
datioMthtough^and^ to identify those who support Jhe ideas and 
th^e v^o do not Mid those who sbmetimes by rhetoric confuse the 
real issues, certainly, I think, is a terrific job before the American 
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Thk committee can. only go so far, in tr^^ to ughoW the thinp 
that the members believe in; but much more needs to be done, I 
think^^to Cffltry this message to those who probably ^e on biir side 
but whp reaUy iust don't hear it; they dotf t hear it over TV; don't 
read about it in the newspapens, aiid they are uninformed about 
what M^actu8dly^ hapj)emn 

I thmk the phrase was used earlier that those of you ^rhaps in 
thisLrppm represent a vested interest. I certainly don't want yoato 
take that in the manner in which it might have beeii given^ be- 
cause I think that those of you who do operate in administering 
these programs are to be commended for the sacrifice thatjrou are 
making^ berausej^e^^k^ and I'm sure that Mr, Hu^es will 
agree, that it's very difficult J» negotiate contracts when emplc^ees 
are so badlyjimde^ 

I know for^a^act that in my own area, there are many individ- 
uals wha^re perfpmyngio^ jobs in these programs but 
who are among the low^t paid in our community* I certainly hoj^ 
that, as ajriMtyt^ofithese hef^^ Will not only be aUe to pro- 
tect the programs themselves but also to justify your dedication in 
terms of the ser^e that ^bu render in this field. 

So, again, I wish to thank you. Mr. Owens, do you have some 
comments at this time? 

Mr. (5wENS. Yes, Mr. Chairman. I would like to thank all of the 
panelisfe for a very erUigSitening a^ presentation, Spe- 

cially my— he's not my coiratituent; but there s only one schcK)l 
system^ in New Yorki ^d there's only brie political S3^tem in New 
York. So we certainly work very closely together. 

Although CharU^^^ person who is a states- 

man arid can whisper in the back rooms and talk persuasively at 
!'^®„^?^®**e^''^6 Jtable w^ there arid the issue is 

important eribugh, he era rfso be very inspiring. Deep down be- 
neath, I think tnere's a call to preach somewhere there. 

I would like to ask just one question, for clarification, a fact that 
i ye been seeking. The number of cMdreri that dropped out bf the 
summer program— ybu mentioned that, snd 1 missed it. How many 
were ther^ that dropped but bf the summer program as a result of 
brganizatibris beirig disqualified? 

Mr. CooNEY. 500,000. 

Kfr. CS^ENS, About 500,600? 

Mr. CooNEY. Yes. But you have to alsb bear in mind thati even at 
its height, the program was not serving all the potentialfy eligible 
children. Nine months of the year 11% Ibw-incbme dufdren get 
either a free or reduced-pnce lunch, about 10 noiHionfree lunches 
and about 1% million, reduced-price lunches^ Ybu only have ribw 
than J jnilUbri bf t very same chilcLren that get— they get a 
lunch during 9 months of the year, but not during the jummer. 
And USDA stucU^ show tjiat those kids rely an3rwEere from one- 
third to one-half of their total daily nutrient intake — they get it 
from lunch, and th^'re ribt getting it iri the Simimer tunch Pro- 
grarii. 

This cdminittee acted _yeiy cK>uragebusly arid restored eligibility 
to private,^ nonprofit sponsora in^the original H.R. 7; but in light of 
what has happened in terms Qf_budget_cbhs_ideratioris and so forth, 
the bill was reduced to a $100 million bill, which I frankly thought 
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was a veiy smart and xtsefui thing to do. But one of the things that 
was cut out was the eUgibili^ for grivate^ 

I also think there was some political reality associated with that 
decision. It may not have b^i spmetiiing we_ a>u_ld _h_aye_ gotten 
ihrou^ the Senate Agriculture Gommittee, but until you have an 
Pj>©<^ of sponsoi^^ for^rivate honprdfits like community Jic^^ 
agencies and churches and Boy Scouts, all of those heinous little 
groups that, you know, got cut diit, you're lidt gding to have expan- 
sion. 

We've waited frdm 1981j, an it's now 1986. Ilidse kids iiave^n^ 
come back. The school S3^^ms and the cities^ and the camps have 
iip? Jl>^ii ^^y© ^ know, prdgrams^ti many placJi 

across the country. So unt3 that is done, i don't thinK: you're going 
to see justice fdr that particular prdgrain^ which iSj as ydu kndw — 
it serves clcee to 2DG,G0O kids in New York (ESty, which is— Ghariie, 
I'm ndt^ure. It's about 500,000 to 600,000 Itinches served there. 

Mr. Hughes. Mr. Qwehs, I'd like to just add that there are jobs 
at stake here, and all of thcxse who have talked about equmit;^; 
equ£d opportunity, must realize that the majority of the workers in 
these programs are women. For thdse who have talked about the 
welfare programs, this program provided meaningful jobs for our 
people. 

If this program is cut, there will be thousands on the unemploy- 
ment line. We're concerned about that. We're concerned about con- 
tracting bur jots to pnvate sector people. We've had experience 
with that in New York. When we did it, we fdimd that that private 
yenddr was serving bologna that was green, and many of our kids 
were at risk for botulism. I don't think we need that, 
i l thiiik we heed to have the prdgram in an area that allovs^ the 
safi^uarding of the health of our children. When this administra- 
tion talks abbut ii^ positive impact dh uhemploymeht throughout 
thia countxy, they ought to be very sensitive to wnat they are doing 
to Jhe mothers and the sistera of this cbuhtiy. And we ought to be 
concerned that they want to pay their way. 

So it^sjiwt more, than a^h^ loss. It's a loss for the guy 

\idio drives the truck. It's ^ loss to the peraon4;hey mt to buy the 
tii^frbm. It's: a loss to the gasoline sta It's a liMs jxit the oil 
coim>any . It's a loss to the warehousing operation throughout this 
lancT. So it isn't just the little children. It's everybody in this situa- 
tion. _ 
: Mr. Owlare. I think it^s QUite appropriate to npfe tfe fact that 
there are jobs mvolved Jn tfe program and other benefite, just aa 
they are iiivdlved in the defense programs^ and the whole iiiue df 
vested interest, the labeH^tg of grou{» like yours aa vested interest 
iJ^pUM is a that this adminMra^ 

tion has played. If we have to go sdong with it, let's pust say there 
are good vested interests, and there are eyilyested interest. And 
those charts repr<^nt some evil vested inter^ts over there, a 5- 
percent increase in the defense budget, also a 5-percent increase in 
the ihter^t that Araericahs pay on the debt. Five percent. And 
we're talking about 5 t^rcent of a large amount of money. Five 
percent increase in the interest we pa;^ oh the debt, as a result of 
the polici^ of tiiis administration, which reduced tne taxes of cor- 
porations and the wealthy while at the same time they were cut- 



ERIC 



47 

tingy as yot2 see, the programs that matter most to the people m 

this c^uirtry. _ j __ _ 

So there are evil vested interests at worik, and there's something 
bordering on a systematized national cx)mi^ti^ in Jhc^i^hartSjJf 
you look ^t what they reaHy represent: A cutback m Sociai Secm> 
ty and Medicare^^a S^rcent cutback^ Jv^hile at the same time the 
interest rate jump^ forward 5 percent and the defense budget 
jumps forward 5 TOrceiit. And there are jobs aiid jprdfits ver^much 
related to the deTense budget, and that s what keepe it gomg for- 
ward- 

I think we have to address ourselves to the fact that there is a 
phenomenon at work hei^ef constantly seekin|r to brainwai^ the 
American taxpayers into believing that the evils are oh your side. 
The evils represented there in the puiple for nondefense discre- 
tiohaiy expenses and in the entitlements^ and that there's some 
gr^t national good realized automatically when you spend for de- 
fense, : 1 

l^ere are very 43ophisticated think tanks and forums and grouf^ 
constwtly at work to bzainwash people^ and they use pseudo facte 
or distorted facte. My pointi^ and tne imestion I'm about to con- 
dude with^is: Are you addressing yourself to this? It's going to be a 

long-term problem. - __ _ 

1 Tqu huave real iacts^ reali^^ and are you addressing yourself 
to the problem of the b^t way to get^tiiis tn^h out, to keep send^ 
ingjnessages to the iynencan ta^ayer's mind with that truth and 
tonaake sure&ey understami what's^alty g^ on? - 

I^r example, the relationship between the peirormahce of ybuhg- 
sters in school and the lunch pn^iam^ is that stoiy clearly being 
tprd?^When chUi^h are ^ and don't have J» sTCh<Lthe_day 
hungry m school— have, we gotten 21 of the facte mat we cojdd 
msutBlMed in supj^rt of that aiyumeht> that it's meeting a basic 
need winch very much promotes educational performance of young- 
sters in TOhppl?^ 1 :„L J J J „ 

Have we gotten also figures to show and statistics to show? Are 
we doing 8tu<Ue8?_A^^ doing Jjiem?^ Arc we pl«^^ 

studies to show the long-term correlation between youngsters who 
are the4)eneficiari^ of the firee S<^dol Lunch J'rdJ^ram — the School 
Lunch Program, free or for a partial payment, and the health of 
thcMse youn^ters, in terms^f tne program that has been in exist- 
ence for sometime now. What impact has it had in tern^ of the 
overall health, the preventive care, the preventive iirupact that it 
has bnybuhgsters which avoids paying more for health care later 
on? And 4iltimateiy, of ^oui:^, tne^ yotmgsteiB ^e going to 
become older and evehtuaUv senior citizens. Will we be paying less 
Medics^and less Medicaid? — 

JOiese things are iote^ argumentejhatjhe 
side should be forced to deal with. Iliey are offering romuct evi- 
dence M they can in evil vested jiitereste. I think 
we have to become more so]ph^ticated and do the same. 

I would certainly app^ any Mnd ctf maten^^ yoti have 
prepared or are preparing to address these issues. It would be 
useful for us. Andi of course, I thuik you have_the wherewithal! 
and the resources to get it out there and keep messaging the tax* 
payer's mind in the opposite direction so that they can understand 
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what those cliails mean and how we £ure_ being i>:7indled into pour- 
ing <)ur-money into the worst utiiizatiion of resources. 

Wc. CfeoNEY. We do have some bacS^oimtLmfon^ 
would be glad to share with^the chairman^md the minority on the 
telia>aor i^latiphslup_ b^^^ you B^ioWi^fixKL^t^ actiAaty, Mot 
S. E€«d has done a substantial body in bac^ound_ knowledge on 
this. It's <^uite shortly andiwe w^ 

kind of information with the committee, and they can decide 
whether or not they would like to insert something liRe that in the 

record^— 

CSne White alroJias another aspect of this question that might 
be-usefid to you as welL 
L_5S3. White, Fd iust Uke to cranm 

dro¥K)ut that we are anticipating; Eerife wltat we are sajdng here 
is j^that in the National i&nwl Ltmch Frdgr 
toted loss of support^ cash, and commodities, for about 11 million 
child^n tc^^. Now that means H milUdn meals. 

Now, if 5 to 8 mifiion of those chiHren drop out, you know, we 
see along with that dr^^ut a megpt effect dii Jobs for people, which 
you have already referenced; but it's also gomg to affect influsti^, 
iSVlipSient industry, facilities of all kinds. It's going to affect agri- 
culture. : 

In looking at si^e of the schools that we believe are goir^ to 
dose their programs — as you know, we're projecting several tnpu- 
sand schools will close — many of these schools are new feeding 
senior citizens. So the effect of the lbs® of a prpgran in a cbnmuni- 
ty is really even broader based than the effect on the child md the 
^ucatibnal systeia, because the School Lunch Prbgrami berause <tf 
its facilities and because of the exijertise of the people who run it, 
is reaching but tb meet many nutritibhal heeds ih the communii^:, 

In feet, some of these very^ schools ttxat we're concerned about 
drbppihg are bperatihg the Summer Fobd Semce Prbgra^ 
these gentlemen are talking about. Some of them are operating the 
Child Care Food Program through cbhtractural arrangements with 
child care x^nters. 

: Sb_ the. dbmihb effect of this is tremendous. iAgain> ^in ou? judg- 
ment,- the a^ii^stration hsB not ic)oked^at ^ on this impact issue. 
I thiiik it'sj/eiy sign^ : 

Mr. Owens. Or 4;hey iray have looked, wad they just don't cars. 
iiMr. jJiKiipis. Mr. OwenSi you men^ what have we been 
pSbHc relations point of view. I sit here tbday and I 
8at_ fiere year after year wtthJny cqUeagu^ from the American 
Federation — | mean, the American School Food Service Assbcia- 
tiphi. i^r^iStatiTO of the American Federation of State, 
Comity and Munidp^ Employees, with a cbalitibh. _j _ 

Normally, you don't find tnose two grouTO wotking4»gether, but 
we are wo?4ing together. I sit here with FflAC, Food Research and 
Action Center and usually work with that kind cf group, but we all 
are coalescing around the saxae issue, i _^ _j 

So that means that we all understand the need of the children. 
So, therefore, we have jbihed hcmds. I_ think thisibM sh^ the 
public that unions^ msms^ment, and other outside institutions can 
work tbgether in the betterment of a program. New York City and 
IJistrict 20 have seen the emphasis on the paid and reduced price 
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c&Hdren. District 2Q, as you know, is a middle class district in 
BrdoklTO. ^ - _ _ _ - J 

We &d a stu^ paid for by Local 372 on the Breakfast Program 
on those 8tudents^who_h^ thqee students who did 

not. We found sometlnng veiy interesting, ibr th(»e students who 
had bn^kfast, thjw were able tp sit veryistill in the classrck)in and 
grasp the l^son j^an tibat was being t augh t. For those who did not 



I use those two examples Iby coming to this final one. if anybody 
in this room who ara^^^ cpffiee at^SiSO 

or 9 o'clock in the morning one day don't Imve that cup of coffee 
and see what your body wul teU you. & if it's, true of fti]^ 
grown adults, can you miE^gine what it means to acfaild \dio do^ 

not Jiave a hot meal or prqlwsr nutrition meM iiLa given day? 

Many times these cmldreh — these meals are the x)jdy meals that 
they get in a given day. The Senior Citizen jS'dgram was men- 
tioned. I think that's another form of reaching out buiidmg coati- 
tioa. 

• I'm very proM to be part of this magziificent iiistitution caUed 
the American School Food Service Association. I think they have 
some magnificent leaders. I think tiiey've done a wonderiul job, 
and I think they are going to make the difference in terms of this 
program^ 

Mr^OwENS^Thank you^ No further questions, Mr. Chairman. 
_ J3iairman_ HAwB^ SbmelxKly, some place, must be idling 
down, because what you say to us certainly makes sense; but those 
of us whoL support those ^dews are the ones who catch hell. Those 
who vote the other way are somehow protected. Where are the par- 
ents jin_these_schMls^ up or oli^ihg down some of 
these progrmra? We don't seem ta hear from them. 

I don't jfatww that^ou're hot doin&y(^^^^ us some 

Slace must not^ be doing the job, because the only thing that we 
^^ar^ about is what jln)grams_and how much p_r<?gii^^ be 
cut, not whether or not they should, but how much-£ffe we ^ing to 
cut these programs in orde^to rmchjhe target of $14 bfLiibh by 

the end of this year. That's vrtiat we are hearing now^ 

So I thijp^^ w^uld be ja_ mjat^e jxv cdndude jth^^ becatise we 
make sense and because we feel that we ^re rirfit, that somehow 
this is going to prevail tfeoughpUt this t^y. J thiiik^ou use jL 
phrase, Mr. Hughira,^ you've got to circle the w^on. I don't know 
what you mean by that, but it seems like sdme^ly is not circling 
the w£^6h in this process, and that we dllow the enemies of the 
programs to somehow be eulogized in the conference cdmMtt^ on 
H.R.: 7 while we are desperately seeking to get the votes. 

I know certain members who have turned their proxy over to the 
vicejchairmah of the cbmxhittee who comes in and says I don't caa'e 
T^at you say, I've got the proxies, and that's it. And he has the 

V^Qid^.__ _ _- 1 

- Now some of those individuals who turn their proxies over to the 
'^ce chwraia^^ comnuttee c^^ a way, feel a sense of 

grotection,^ ttet tiiey are notJbeing disclcsed— their position is not 
^ing disclOT€d>_Mdjthey _wi^^ g^o back home and probably have 
much easier campaigns, to get reelected than Mcgor Owens who 
votes right. Just to Use him as ah example. 
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i _Ijlbn-t Syaow what it is. I don't know how it iaihat two views can 
be as different as expressed here today. Then Mr. Bode repres^nt- 
ing the Department of Agriculture says that no serious conse- 
quence are going to occur, and that is the message that's g^ing to 
be spread television. Hiere will Be a lot oF people v^c will say, 
what's wrong with those who cauj^drd tojwy— with 
making them pay? That sounds rerfj^^ seiraible. But that's the m^ 
sage that'&going^to gp o^^^ publicity of this 

meeting; ^d 1 d^ubt tfthis^ hearing will invoke any publicity what- 
soever. It^s ggmg to be one side^ and so holx>dy is going to read 
about jwiiat you've told us todays 

So it seems to me ^tting the mess£^e across is a problem that 
we have with us. i think we'd better h^xxir seriously thinking about 
it before we get into more serious trouble because at the end of the 
year, the Chair of this committee will be imder the obligation to 
try to reduce prc^ams ]^ 25 6 

- Now you may ask how are we going to do it in cgnsciehce. 
But that's what is going to be done. We wtil be under ieged man- 
date to do it, unless we can reverse this proc^^d do something 
about it I'm not despcuring, and Fm not pe^inristic. Hearings like 
this, I think, encqi^ lis a lot more than ^ything else^ but let's 
leave here today with a determination that we have got to do some- 
thing, aad^notJUst iiiUme tlmt Jndivid service to 
these progranffi are going to be excused because tin^'ll tell you, the 
de\il made me 4q it. It's because of Gramm-Rudmah that I've got 
to do it: That isn't tr ue, a nd I don't think we should take that 
excuse with Jndivid — - 

Mr. CooNEY. Mr. Chairman, there are people here today that will 
ber!-you know, are from Missi^ippi and Indiana^ and will be seeing 
various Senatom from those States, ^dt mentioning any names spe- 
cifically. They will be talking to them about H.R. 7. 

We also have enlisted the suj)port of a new fri roup called the Ad- 
voca^r Institute which Michael Perchek, the fonner Qiairman of 
the Federal Trade Commi^ion,^ and Da^d 

Cause now head. They have agreed to write a letter, and a letter 
has been written to ^20 private, attoi^ys whb Idbt^ts, who 
are donating their time to wo^ on issues of social merit. 

They have agreed tp endorse our fight on R is a little 

insensitive, but they did send people to Mississippi to Senator East- 
land's— 

Chairman HATOKiNs.They better send them into Florida also. 

Mr. J^NBY. J^Ui^ I hope that they cover all of the bas^. But 
th^ are^ people who OTe-^22d private attorneys that have ageeed 
tojvwk with usjon this. work oh the steering 

committeei of a group called the Child Nutrition Forum which does 
send^ put literature to 6rg£uiizatiQhs which do represent more than 
15 million people^ We will be getting out this message and have 
gotten out jJiis mess^e. 

1 share your concern about proxies and who is voting and who's 
going to sign what and wheh^ but the people in this room are going 
to be on that Jfill today doing precisely that. 

_ Ohamnan Ha\^^ certainly want to thank you again 

and commend the witnesses fbr their participation. I thiuK it's been 
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a good hearing, and we certadniy are very pleased to have cooperat- 
ed with you in making the hearing available. 
Ilxank you very much. That concludes the hearing. 
[WhereupNOn, at 12 n(K)n, the subcominittee was a<5ourned.] 
[Additional material submittiE^ for inclusion in the record fol- 
lows:] 



55 



52 




GAUWO^HIA MTAre OtPAf^meNT OF eOUGATlON 


aiU Honfg 


77i Capnoi Mist — - 


^up^rlntanaem 


StOTimtflfo, CA 95814*4765 


of Public Instruction 



March 5, 1986 



The Honorable Augustus Hawkins 
Member, U.S^ House of 
-RepFBSantatives _ 
Rayburn Building, Rol > ?.371 
Waihlngton, D.C. 2d&:5 

bear Gus: 

I was pleased to. Isarn 0f_thei5ubc6flinittee-on_El*nebtary^ Secondary and _ 
Vocational Education's oversight hearing on the impact of the President's 
FY 1987 Budget request for child nutrition programs. 

Enclosed for submission Into the hearing record Is a ditaiied analysis of 
the 1mpac£-0f the-Presldiwt'i byaget request on child nutrition programs 
In California both In terms of funding levels and program. 

Compared-to-the fl I98Z-l«vels-proiected-uhder current law, the President's 
Budget proposal would re5Ult.1n_a_M7.6:mlll1qn redaction, or:a_9.5X; loss 5f 
funds for Callfernla. Approximately 914,810 children would be eliminated from 
the foil owing, flve.programii i-fUtlohal- School tunch-Program, -School B«^ 
Program, Child Care Fnod Program, Special Mlik Program, and the Nutrition _ 
Education and Training t^rogrtm, in addition. 1,176,029 children In the free 
and reduced price category would-havi ihelr-cish asslstaace-eliinlnatea-unaer 
the National School Lunch Program and the_Ch11d Care Food Program. The 
Increase of commodities proposed under the President's Budget would not 
compensate- ft-school .district's loss of cash-flow. -In-add1£1oo,-many-school 
districts are limited in their storage space and would be unable to benefit 
6y the pr",ro:^:d coninodlty Increase. 



As you knor^ -Mild nutrition programs experienced a severe budget cut In 
19BI^-£We3vc-t1ffles greater than Its proportloniite share of the Federal budget. 
California still has not recovered tBe leyel.of. psrtlclpatlon.ln nutrition 
programs that It had prior to the 19B1 budget_cut$._ Since 19B1, total 
particlpatlOD.has.decreased lUpS-lh the National School tunch Program and 
4X In the School Breakfast Program. 



56 



53 



Th« Honorable Augustus Hawkins 
Napch 5, 1986 
Page 2 



We appreciate jfOur.coDslstent suppoi-t_fof_the-chlia_nutH£lon-prog«^ 
most recently expressed through your dedication to the passage of H.R. 7. . 
Pliasaicontact Ms. -Miriam- KazanJIan^ Federal Liaison Officer In our 
WAJhIngton, p.C, office, at 638-0200, If we can provide any further assistance 
to you on H.R, 7 or the budget. 

Best regards. 
Bin Hohig 



Enclosure 
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CAtlFOWA-STATE OEPART^l£Nt OF lOUCATION FEBRUARY 19, 1986 

CHICD fraTRinON AND FDDD DISTRiajTIdN dlViSION CORRECTED ON 2/26/86 



W>ePOS€0-19&r-PROGRAM LEVEL 



„ - Current Prppoied 

Program Caw Legislation 

Child Nutrition Prograins: 

Cash Grants to California: 

School Lunch program: 

Section 4- $ S9, 351 ,771 $ 5,046,285 

Section II Z7Z;875;869 272,875,869 

School -Breakfast - __ _ 59,833,033 59,087^040 

State.AdfatnUtratlve Expense 4,900,302 Unable to measure 

^^^/J°^^ California does.not administer this prdaram 

Child Care Food 53,017,854 48,429,434 

total-C-asli Grants to Califo rn ia $449 ,978 ,82? J385 ,438 ,623 

NE.TP. $ ... 421,942 0- 

Coamodltles 46,399,334 59,902,374 

Total Child Nutrition Pfogrsins $496^800 ;I05 $445 ,341 ,002 

Sjseclal H11lc Program $ 1,700,000 $ 629,455 

Tetal F o od I Nut r ltl orr Sg r v lces $498,500,105* $445,970,457 



*Total $498^500,105 should exclude $4,900,302 SAE projected under current law. 
The loss to California Is $47,629,34(5. 
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Geor^ DepartRicnt of Education 
bfflu of Adottibtratlva Services 

AtlMite, Georgia 30334 




ofSchoeti 



.a EUo 



March 7, 19B6 



Thfr Honorable Augustus Hawkins, Chalrwn 
Coinl ttee- ori- Educa t ) on- arid Labb r 
U. S. House oF Representatives 
B-348C Rayburn House Office Building 
Hashlrigtbh, D. C. 



bear Representative Hawkins: 



It was a pleasure to attend__the cooolttee's bear1rig-oh the adai hist rat Ion's 
proposed cuts in the 1987 child Nutrition Budget^ Your coiRBlttee's support 
aBd-leadershlp for good nutrition for all children is farslghted and 
conmendable. 

The following stateiient reflects the Impact in Georgia of proposed budget cuts 



NATIONAL SCHOOL LUNCH PROGRAM 

SchoOl_Junch_lD Georgla-1s an Integral cbnpdnent of a quality basic 
education. A nutrltlpus »eal at school contributes-to-the-dvei'aJl - 
effectiveness of the day's learning activities. The_|tfat1oral School Lunch 
PrograSl Is the_clOs«st thing this country has to a national nutrition policy 
ap^*. is I Jn_$Mch a sjpaii todayi _at least .a oatlobaJ_issui»-lF-not global . 

At a time when developing countries and foreign allies are_study1ng to 
loltlate.nutrltlOD prograns-for their children at school, America considers 
cancelling their 40-year old program. 

The ad»ln1strat1oh«s_DroDP^g d-j8?:6uaget-iwuld-eliiii1nate cash and coapodi ties 
to support lunches served to stu den t s abc i ve nBSy of the poverty line: 



Dlscussloni .. _ L 1 _ _ 

This income le^*l i$ represented_by children from families Of fOur.wltb total 
household 4«cop» in excess of $19,703. School children in this category 
rece1yed_56X o .-l school lunches served In Georgia's schools in School 



Sale prices to Georgla*s_sfudehts_are-am6Dg_the lowest in the nation* this is 

*o h;?'' labor productivity, on-site food preEaratlon. aDd.professlobal— 
supervision. The 1983 National Evaluation of the School Lunch Program cl+ed 
sale price as. the. ftrlmary /.actor-lDfluencihg whether children buy a lunch at 
school. If proposed cuts were Implemented, sale prices would increase withoiit 
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Tb.e.Hpnprable Augustus Hawkins 
Page Two 
Plarch 7, 1986 



rp9ard to any iocreflse_lD_food or_labbr_costs, a mlrilhium oF 251- to 30^.' In 
S^ho?].!"? 81-8?. pricey Increased by ]5jf dye to federal budget cuts ol 
approxliwtely }2i per mr^l effecting paying students. Some 23,C30 (5^5%) of 
the 4l8.pqO_payjDg_stuacPts_dtopped out of the national School Luneh Program. 
No significant^ sale price increases have been exper1eoced_lD_6eOfgla schools 
since this tliie. The average sale price in School Year 85-86 Is 60^. 

li^ctj 

Schools- iJi-dlstrlcts serving less than 2SX of their lunches to free/reduced 
students would be nced_wAtbjd«cjdlDg_5Mweeh_cont4nu1n yn the 

National School Lunch Program with its heavy administrative/regulatory 
• requlrefients-at withdrawing from the federal program, thus substituting other 
standards, Oilch may. not_1tiClUde the. pfovlslob of. Eree/reduced-pHce meals for 
the minority of Its students and which may vary significantly from st«fldai!ds_ 
in Other states— Mahy of these school districts are large in total number of 
children served meal s and_eyen_ the.small perceotage-oE-Etee/teduced-prlce 
recipients represents a large number (30,000 or 11 percent)_of 
free/reducedrptlce reclpients-ln fhe state^ tlte total nim^er of schools in 
Jfo'^SlJj *|*»Ach fall Into this category 1s_40^of_^^^ Ibese_402 schools serve 
* X? M 1"^^^" In_add1t1on to paying studr >s nqjonger having access 

to the NatAofifll_School_tuocfi Pcogcam-ln these schb» some 30^001^ or lix of 
students currently receiving free/reduced meals. io_te ho 
longer -have-access to nutritious lunches free or at a reduced cost should 
these schools drop out oF the program: (See attached.) 

rtfty-slx-percent of the 833*333 students who will eat lunchesjaVly In 
Georala_thls year*_or_467^000 paylngstudents, will pay a minimum of 25< to 
30* more for lunches in 1986-87 sr w>n drop from the pfdgfflm, either riot 
eating or eating less-nutritious foods: 

Current Number 
Paid Students 

467,000 



percentage istlmated to Orop 
From Paid Lunch Program 



Number- Studerits-Esti mated 
to 



•Paid: : 
Students 
Remaining- In 
Paid Lunch 
Program 



410,960 



A.2; (based .on_ 5. 53? 
documented drop with 
a-15|-sale-pr1ce 
Increase In 1981-82 



Number Lunches 
Annual ly 

73.972,800 



56,040 



Additional Cost to 
Students/Taml lies 



$18^493,200 to $22,191,840 
(net Impact of a tax Increase) 

* Contingent upon all .schools opting to malrifalri partlclpatlbri In the National 
School Lunch Program. 
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The Honorable Augustus Hawkins 
Page three - 
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FUQd$_pald_to school s_Q0_.beha1f of chAldrcn above leSX of povetty help with .... 
the overhead cost of maintaining a program for all students. Paid students ^ 
pay the cost (food arid labor) of the meals they eat minus any local and state 
funding. 

liviact: 

federal. dollars paid to Georgia schools on behalf of lunches served to paying 
students equal: 



84,000 lunches x (12.5^ S£ M.St cash) • approximately $11,136,000. 
ii^Nict: - 

A..reduetlQn ln_.the. .number of .Paid lunches, served and * shift from purchased 
foods to donated foods In free/reduced lunches (due to additional proposed 
cut) will Impact upon the business economy 1n Seorgl^. 

An Increase In donated foods for free/reduced lunches wjll.be of fset by a 
decrease in- the -purclwse-of-foods*--Schools-Servlhg-fcee;?ceduce^ 
buy $74920,000 less_ foods_frpM Georglavendors In order to use extra donated 
foods received for free/reducecf lunches. 



Add1_t1onallyjt_1f a mljili^ paying s1ty^«nt.s <*.P "P* e«."k .lunch at 

school, purchased foods amounting to SSt per paid lunch, or $5,547,960, will 
hot be purchased from Georgia Vendors. 

tOTAL LOSS tt) BORGIA ECdNONY IN FOODS PURCHASED: $13,467.96D 
Invact: _ 

A reduction In the number of paid lunches served will result In the need to 
decrease the number Of labor hours currently used to produce meals In the 
state. 

10^087,200. pald.luiiches. 9 l4_JLUn£hes/labor hours (state recommended minimum) - 
720,514 hours or 615 firll-tlme employees. 

TDTit-l-DSS or ENPtOYEE POSITIONS IN SCHOOC tUNCH: 615 (6% of COrrent 
workforce) 

Addltlbnallg; the admlnl St ration's proposal lowers the ca sh. r^te for 

free/reduced lunch»s bv 12* cents and increase; the coawodltv rate to 24* 
Cents for these meals. (See comownts above regarding purchased foods, also.) 

Discussion: 

Although this proposal nets out nationally In terms of federal food support, 
the effects for Georgia are as follows: 
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lapaet: 

Net loss of donated food to Georgia equals 12, 160, Odd: 
Annual _____ _ _ 

9. Free/Reduced Lunches Change In CoowodUy jate Gain/loss 

6b,ddd,dd0 ^12f % 7,920,000 



Annual 

f Pald Lunchej Change In Coimod1t¥_ Rate Gain /Loss 

64,000,000 -\2f_ ITfi^tWO.OOa 

NET OONATCO FOOD [DSS: % 2,160,000 



71)e Increased allocation oF dont^ed foods will not eonpensate for the 
reduCtlDfi.ln casb-for free/reduced-iMals«--OoMted Foods carih6t-lm use<l to pay 
the electric bills or to buj; needed replace«ent_oqiLlpaent_for kitchens as cash 
Is used now. this provision will create a grave lebalance between foods 
available siatewlde to scbools-^ leaylog sotte to a Eew cans of beans to serve 
on]y to a few free/reducrd students and leaving others with perhaps »ore foods 
than they can effectively use and store. 

NUTRITION EDUCATION AND TRAINING 

jwpacti 

Tl>e ad«in1strat1on*s * 87 budget proppsaVellal nates the Nutrition Education 
and Training PrbgraH. Georgia received approx1iwte1y^95, 000 annMlly 
proaote nutrltlQn..educitlon_tbrougb exlytlng-curr4culuHi«- Over- the past years 
these funds ttave provlrSed effective su«nr tralnlngito teaas of teachers, 
adilhlstrators, and school lunch Mnagars and supervisors In 7-10 school 
dlsjtncts. .annual 1y._ Ejnds aUo-Suppori-fhe coU-oE thrM weUness sm^ 
annually, eiiphaslzlng the relationship between school 1unch« nutrition, and 
wellness* Parent groups have also received Hlhl-grants to assist then In 
prpapting outrltloo education tbroagti their-scboolis-iiatiooal Scbool-Luhcb 
Prograji. mis Is a wall but extre»ely effective prpgraa and bears a iwst 
slgnlEIcaht-relatlorisblp to-the-overal^ effet:ttveness oF-thi* scHooT lunch 
prPflra«,_ At aitl«e when 7_ of_tbe 10 Chronic dlseases suffered by AaerUans __ 
are diet-related, this prograji iscr It leal to the successful diet-education of 
Aiierlcans and-lncreased-Eundlng to the original level of SO^ per child Is 
warranted, Tbe health of AMrlcans ls an issue of eat lonal_ defense. .Allied 
health groups such as the Anerlcan Heart Association and Ap»r1can cancer 
Socjety-have-recognlzed-the education process as the only "nrevehtive* vehicle 
to avoid chronic disease. 
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SCHOOi: BREAKFAST PROGRM 

Ttie adwjnlitratlPn*i Proposed '87 budget would eliwlnate cash and conwodltles 
to support breatcfasts served to students above IBSX of the pbvertY line . 

Discussion: L i _ _ i_ __ :_ i _ 

0F-tbe-25,DDD,DDD-breakFosts sefved-anhuji1]y at-school-1n lieorgla, 77%- of the 
weals are served free_or_ reduced-price l> students . This prograwi^; although 
optional, Isavallable In one-half eF the schools ^n Georgia. JTh^re Is an 
exhibited j)eed,-bbwevef,-for-nutr1t1bus,-1ow>c who 
fpr. yarlpus reasons, might. f1_nd_1t 

Students who pay for school breakfast may well be fron tHe typical fanny 
where-bbth parents work and the tradltlbhal "morning nieal" Is hot readily 
available. 

Breakfast jBakes_a.j&1gn1f1cant-CQnfr1but1dn_tb 

students who consume a nutritious breakfast are more attentive and less 
disruptive in class. 



Breakfast In Geu/gla schoo _pf_ the mlnlmuni federal neal pattern plus 

three one-ounce servings of meat/neat alternate per week. 



iMpact: 

34,S0D,DD0paia breakfasts x 9.75< - ( 3,363,750 In federal funds lost to 
Georgia students. 

44, DDO Georgia studehts/famnies will pay a nlnlnniii of ah addltlb^^ - - 
$3x450«PQ0_f.Pr breakfasts at school or young students might go without the 
Important meal. 



STATE ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSE 

t1ie-adi1n1st!-at1 on 's- proposed '87 budget* inuld questionably bypa 
authorising leglsUt ion. and. would not allow states. ulth Carryover funds. access 
to these funds as authorized. Additionally, states would through proposed 
regulatiohs be restricted from accessing their year's base authorization as 
described in the Child Nutrition Act. 

Olscusslbhi- - .- . 

.NumerouS..states«_1nclud1ng.Geot9la_and three.others In the_SQutbeast,.w1}1 , .. 
despite high levels of state maintenance of ^ffort^ face large administrative 
fund-deflclts-becauseof large and. Increasing regulatory . requirements and the 
decllne_pr:stab111z.at1_pn pf_ grant funds uppn which formulas.are .applied. __ 
there Is little rpom for outreach In the National School Lunch Program In the 
southeast due to high student participation. 



Administration of theschool lunch and breakfast program, child care food 

prbgram,-nutr1t1bh-educatJbn and-tralblhg prd^^ In 
Georgia costs annually approximately $1^^808, DOD or considerably less than I.IX 
of the grant funds and foods admin1ste^ed by the state. Few other federal or 
state programs Can boast of such a small administrative budget. 
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l aM-confident that Congress win Make farslghted decisions regarding the 
health and security of this nation, and will act fairly in addressing the 
budget deficit. 

Thank you. 



Sincerely, 




Ann_ette_B0Mr-«-.Ad«lnUtrat9r 

School and CoMHunlty Nutrition Services 



cc: '^r. H. F. Johnson 

Miss Josephine Martin 
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The Natidhai PTA 



WashJDston. D.C. 20036 
(202)822-7878 



700 North Ruth StrMt 
Ollcj^o Modi* 6d6ii>2S7l 
Ol2}787-O077 



TESTIMONY 
SUBHITTEp FOR THE RECORD 
TO THE 

COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND LABOR 
U.S. HOUSE OP REPRESENTATIVES 



w 

MILLIE WATERMAN 
Vational Vice President for Legislative Activity 
THE NATIONAL PARENT- TEACHER ASSOCIATION 



for Hearing held 



Februa'.v 27 , 1986 



Washington, D.C. 
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Mr. ChalrMn, wb«n the School Lunch prograi vas created In 1946, It vas a 
response to the fact that Urge nunbers of World War II recruits (undergoing 
physical exana) were found to be malnuourlshed, and the prograa vas thus 
Intended "as s aessure of riscIoSil security" to Inprove the nutritional scatua 
of children, not just those from econoalcally disadvantaged families. 

The lunch progrsn provided a smsll suBildy (S<!ctibfi 4 caah) to schools tor esch 
hutrltlOTilly-bsUnced iesl served to s child, r^gsrdless of the child's family 
income. Twenty yesrs later (in 1966) Congress observed thst, althwgh 
non-need b.ised subsidy allowed schools to lower ':he prices of mesia to ao^ 
extent, lunch prices mre itlU too high for tasny poor children to pertlc .patfl. 
thus. Congress spproved s need-based aubsldy (Section 11 cash) '^^ i actiools to 
supplement th- non-need-bssed subsidy, so thit low-lncbne childrer couX^ obtain 
lunches at a reduced price or free. Children from families »lth l=»ct>cc'^ under 
130Z bf poverty (tw $13,845 for a family of four) qualify .-nr tret lur.ches, 
while those from families wtth Incomes between 130X and '^S\ of j^i^Tty (r^-v 
$19,703 for a family of lour) qualify fbr reduced-price lt;.ichef . r-:nt 
per-m«al reimbursement rates are aa follows: 

^HOOL LUNCH PROCRAH-JULY 1. 1985 tb June 30. i'>86 (Injiol^sri) 

Sec. 4 Csah Sec. 11 Cssh Totsl C^sh S^ ^j— Q-Com g. Tota l 
'13* 0 .13 .12 .i5 

reduced-price .13* .78** ;90 ,12 1.02 

free i;i8*** 1.30 .12 1,42 

*If more than 601 of lunches were served at free or reduced price, theii .15. 
**Iteduced-prlce aubsldy must be .40 less thaii free rite pay^nt, and schools 
may charge reduced-price students up Lo .40 rer lunch. 
***Nb chsrge tb students la permitted 5a the "free meal" category. 
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Other child Hutrltlbn program^ have b«ien enacted as well, including: the School 
Breakfast prograa, which (like the lunch prograa) provides IdW-coit or free 
Heals to atudeots during the achooT year; the Sumer Food program, which aa'aists 
schools, local gover^eots, atid iumr c^aps in providing free seals to children 
in hlih-need areas during the sumBer nonthe; the Child Care Pood progrii, i*ich 
aaaiats child care centera and family day care homes In providing low-cost or 
free meals to children year-r5und; a comnbdlty distribution program, which 
prb^rldes the coinibdltles for the food programa; the Nurltion Education and 
Truinirg program, which trains poraonne? and educates children regarding 
nutrition; and the State Mmlnlstritlve Eic^enses program, which assists states 
111 meeting the costs of administering the child nutrition programs. Two related 
programs to feed children sre: the SpfiCial Milk program, which asaiats sbhoola 
not participating in other nutritlbn programi in prbviding low-coat or free 
half-pints bf milk tb children; and the Supplemntal Food for Women. Infants, 
and Children program (coBoonly referred to as WIC). which jsaists cbmSuHIty 
agencies in providing food to low-income wooeh whb are pre^nint. Infints. and 



Child Nutrition programs were cut by about 1/3 in 1981. Thbugh these programs 
constituted only 0.4Z bf the federil budgbt. they sustained A.OZ of the 1981 
federal budgbt buts — ten tio^s their share. As a result of the 
ii-cent-per-meal reduction In the school lunch relmbursemeht rStb. tw thousand 
schools aerving nearly three million bhlHrbn (including one million low^income 
children) irarb fbrced tb drop but of the Lunch program. The recent student 
participation history of the Lunch program Is as follows: 
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School Lunch Participation (in millions) 



rv 1979 - 27.0 



FY 1983 



23.1 



FY 1980 - 26.6 



FY 1984 



23.3 



FY 1981 - 25.8 



FY 1985 



24.0 



FY 1982 - 22.? 



PY 1986 



23.6 



the President's FY 1987 Budget submitted to Congress Februsry 5 slashes child 
nutrition prograias by over $775 million from the 1987 cGrreSt iervices level of 
$4.6 billion. 

The major proposals in th#» Idalnistration 's budget for child hGtrltlon 
(providing $721 mltiioi -.u budget "savings") are: 



o EHuifti lo.. c' .he entire 25-cent non-need- based subsidy In the School 
Luncu ; .^i . fjr meals served to students from families with incomes at 
185Z of the poverty level or over, and elimination of the comparable 
non-nee d-lMised subsidy in the School Breakfast and Child Care Food 



reduced-price) to compensate for tb* conmodl^T I6c.~, Jvoa the 
non-need-based subsidy elimination, and an , v*^* '-^nt ciecr«a8e i . the cash 
Subsidy, (this maintains current U.S. coimaodity purchase levels.) 

0 Implemer'tation of a acT^B test in thn family day care homes part of the 
Child Caro Fcod program. 



programs. 



0 An incresse in the commodity subi.*' 



-^i th. 



«d'based meals (free snd 



- 3 - 
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0 Ternlnatlon of USDA adnlnlstratlon of the Sumer Food and CKild Care 
Pood programs in states which do not currently administer these progrsms, 
tut are not prohibited by state Isw from doing so. (if a state does not 
have such a prohibition; USDA would "contract out" the admlnistratibn of 
these programs to the private aector.) 

The impact of these major proposals would be devastating, because: 

0 the 25-cent non-need-based subsidy of the School tunch program io not a 
grant to middle- or upper-Income familieB^ it is a per-meal grant to 
schools to support the basic Infrastructure of the progrsm (eqiipoent, 
salaries, etc.)* If this assistance were eliminated, as the President has 
proposed, schools (which are prohibited by law from providing meals of 
lower nutritional quality) would have to raise qeal prices for "paid" 
lunches t thus causing a decrease in "paid" lunch participation, and an 
increase in per-meal costs. This would force schools to drop out of the 
Lunch program. 

In over 25,000 schoolj (nearly one-third of those participating in the 
lunch program) which together serve over 1/2 of the 23.6 million students 
nerved, more than 602 of the lunches served are "paid" lunches, these 
scitOoJ- would be moot at riek of being forcn.l to drop out of the lunch 
t-tcr»ruu. vhich would eliminate lunches for all -W,'ldren at those schools, 
Inc^Ml-g ne«dy children (up to 40Z of those previously participating at 
those b^-.ioiis), who can not otherwise afford any lunch. 
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since less than 9X of the federal cash aubaldy for the School Cuhch 
program and leaa than 2% of cne federal caah aubeldy or the School 
Breakfast program is non-^eed-baaed, a rion-naed -based subsidy is a 
roiatively ^nail price for keeping the school meal programs operational. 

0 The Increase In the remaining coModlty subsidies and decrease In the 
remaining baah subaidies would put still more financial preasure on 
already-depleted school coffers (causing more schools to drop but of the 
program); since commodities can not be used to pay salaries, buy 
equipment, or ^et ihy other overhead costs of operating the programs. 
Further, cash currently provides additional flexibility In mehu plihnlhg, 

o Implementing a means test in the family day care homes part of the Child 
Care Food program would pXace unnecessary «tnd excessive admlnlatratlvc 
burdens on these child care providers. Further, If iuch providers csn not 
participate In the food program^ they will lose their primary incentive to 
become snd remain licensed to operate s child care program (and licensing 
enaures that child csre programs meet certain quality standards). 

6 Currently, nine states do lot administer the Summ-r Food program (but 
are not prohibited by stste law from doing so): Alasks, California, 
Kanssa, Michigan, Minnesota, New York, North Dikbti, Oregon, snd Wyoming. 
TWO states do not administer the Child Care Food program (New York and 
Oregon), but are not prohibited by stjce 1-w from doing so. "Cnntrsctlhg 
out" the sdmlnlstratlon of these progirems to private sector enterprises, 
whose main concern Is the profit marfrin of ►h* compsny rsther than the 
nutritional health of the children, would undoubtedly be d .rlmental to 
the progiams. 

- 5 - 
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The other chlla hutrlcloh budget proposals would: 

0 Cut $2i miiiion by reducing the per~neai subsidies in the Suamer Food 
program* 

0 Cut $5 million by eliminating the Nutrition Education ad Training 
program. 

0 Cut $19.6 million by offsetting the FY 1987 funds for the State 
Administration Expenses program by the amount of unspent funds carried 
over from the prior year* 

0 Cut $7.9 million through a chi>.nge in the Child Care Food program audit 
system. 

In related feeding pr6> rams for children: the President's budget severely 
reduces funding for the Special Milk program from $16.3 million to $1.4 million, 
by eliminating subsidies for milk served to children from families with incomes 
over 130Z of the poverty If* ar.J the proposed budget also cuts WIC funding by 
$15 million* thus reducing ..t- rrseload by 27,000 (though the program currently 
serves less than half of tU.jse eligible to participate). 

Overall* the child nutrition budget proposals are particularly 

ill-conceived in light of the following: 

0 Any potential economies (saving dollars without cutting services) were 
accomplished as a result of the 1981 cuts (e.g. creating the "offer versMS 
serve" option for schools). 

o Over 22Z of U.S. children now live in poverty. 

o Well-educated rhlldreii are the best Investment in the future of our 
nation, but studies hnve found that hungry children do not learn very 
well. 

Therefore* the 5.6 mlllion'member National Ttl urges you to oppose these cuts. 



- 6 - 




ERIC 



73 




I}iej\inerican-Diefetjc Aubciation 

Office of Government AtUln 
1667JL5ifBeC>JW__ 
^^tehln^on^ OC 20006 
(202)296^56 

March 13, 1986 

The Honorable Gus.HawJcihs - 
Chairmany Education and Labor 
..Committee- __ _ 

House of Representatives 
Washingotn, D.C. 20515 



REi School Nutrition Programs 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 



School Lunch Program. The American Dietetic Aflbciatinn if 



III ^^^''^^J*^ "Pting that. of.theljtiaHy Hutrients 
fn^akef fol'"''? Program pa_rticipants_show_IS|lrior 
Antake?, four (vitamins- A and B-6, calcium and 
magneexum) are ones_ that typically de^ieient 
;Ln_the_diat of the school Sge population! Tht 

higher ^aily intake pf .nutrients for. the general 
oobg!i!?°rr?"^°'^°" ^"'^ fo r all Lhe »np .^?^ 
gu^>grow3-that were exMmTn^H-= (Emphasis added.) 

The National School Lunch Program, and sbeciEic«iiv *-wJ 

^rant-.n-aid to local.schools-provided through lect^o^ 4 T^s 
not the outgrowth of a Great Society proqram h«t ^-^Ho^'^k 

to reject the proposed child nutrition budget cuts. 

--- ^We would appreciate your making this letter a oart nf ^Ho 
hearing record f5r February 27. J-eccer a part of the 

Sincerely; 



Anita Owen 
President , - American 
Dietetic Association 
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